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ABSTRACT 
AN ANALYSIS OF EDUCATIONAL PLACEMENTS AND 
INSTRUCTIONAL STRATEGIES FOR CHILDREN 
WITH LEARNING DISABILITIES IN FRENCH 
AND ENGLISH SCHOOL SETTINGS 
February, 1988 
Yvon Gauthier, B.A., B.Ed., Universite Laurentienne 
M.A. Goddard College 
Ed.D., University of Massachusetts 
Directed by: Patricia Gillespie-Sliver, Ed.D. 
The study examined the relationship between three 
educational placement categories for French and English 
speaking children with learning disabilities. The study 
presumed that program characteristics would be similar in full 
time special education classes, part-time special classes and 
integrated regular classes. The study also presumed that 
English speaking teachers’ instructional approaches -with 
learning disabled children were not different from French 
Teachers. 
These premises were tested with ten null hypotheses, 
and the data was analyzed by a two-way analysis of variance. 
Seventy-three special and regular education teachers at 
the Sudbury Catholic Board of Education completed a 
questionnaire, designed to identify program characteristics in 
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the three placement categories for learning disabled children. 
All of the ten hypotheses were rejected. The study found 
that French and English speaking teachers used different 
instructional approaches with their students, and that program 
characteristics differed in the three classes of special education. 
The findings suggest the following: 
1. French speaking teachers should not rely exclusively on test 
results when evaluating the needs of their students. 
2. Educational needs for French speaking children with 
learning disabilities may not be properly identified as they 
are "tested" in a language other than their own. 
3. There is a urgent need to develop psychological and 
educational diagnostic tests for Francophone students in the 
province of Ontario. 
4. It appears that curriculum materials for Francophone 
students may not be as available as they are for Anglophone 
students and teachers. 
5. Bill 82, should be modified to prohibit Ontario teachers from 
placing exceptional students in any given placement 
category on the basis of test results. 
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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
Ontario Education 
In December 1980, the Ontario Legislature passed third 
and final reading of Bill 82, an act to Amend the Education Act 
of 1974. Bill 82, now Chapter 129 of the 1980 Revised 
Statutes of Ontario, is an Act that ensures that every 
exceptional pupil in the Province of Ontario receives a n 
education suited to his or her needs and abilities. The passage 
of Bill 82 (1980) marked the beginning of a five year 
implementation period which required that all boards of 
education in Ontario assume full responsibility for the 
education of exceptional children of school age by September 
1985. In Ontario, the school age includes every child between 
5 and 16 years of age. 
Prior to this historic piece of Legislature, the Education 
Act contained only permissive legislation for Special Education. 
For example, school officials could, if they wished, provide 
exceptional children with proper educational services. Bill 8 2 
removes the "optional status" of special education, and makes 
it mandatory for all school boards to provide appropriate 
services to exceptional children and maximize their full 
potential. 
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In enacting the law, Ontario, the most populous province, 
became the first province in Canada to introduce legislation 
similar to United States PL 94-142. Ontario’s legislature is 
identical in intent to the American law but not prescriptive in 
nature (Hodder, 1984). For instance, the Bill does not dictate 
boards of education how to implement the principles of Bill 82, 
but allows the schools the lattitude to adequately meet the 
requirements of the law. The five principles of the Education 
Amendment Act of Ontario are: 
1. Universal access. All handicapped children 
have a right to appropriate educational 
programs. 
2. Education at public expense. Handicapped 
children are educated without additional 
expenses to the public. 
3. Appeal process. The parents or guardians of 
exceptional children have a right to appeal 
identification and placement decisions. 
4. Appropriate program. Exceptional children in 
Ontario have a right to a program tailored to 
their needs, based on specific objectives. 
5. Ongoing identification, assessment and review. 
Exceptional children are to be assessed 
and evaluated of their progress annually. 
Under the Education Amendment Act, every exceptional 
child must be educated in conformity with the above 
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principles. The Education Act of Ontario defines an exceptional 
pupil as: 
A child whose behavioral, communicational, 
intellectual, physical or multiple exceptionalities are 
such that s/he is considered to be suited for 
placement in a special education program by a 
committee of the board of which s/he is a resident 
pupil (Chapter 129 of the 1980 Revised Statutes of 
Ontario). 
Ontario's law, although quite similar to PL 94-142, does not 
insist on mainstreaming or "least restrictive environment", or 
require school boards to provide non-discriminatory 
culturally-appropriate testing. Keeton (1983) pointed out 
however that many school boards are free to adopt these two 
principles. 
In the province of Ontario, as in any school system, 
exceptional children require a large variety of programs and 
services to meet their individual needs. Under the authority 
of the Education Act of Ontario (1984), and consistent with 
attempts to provide appropriate programs and services to the 
province’s school children, the Ministry of Education in Ontario 
encourages every Board of Education to translate the following 
educational goals into curriculum objectives: 
1. Develop a responsiveness to the dynamic process 
of learning. 
2. Develop resourcefulness, adaptability, and 
creativity in learning and living. 
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3. Acquire the basic knowledge and skills needed to 
comprehend and express ideas through words, 
numbers, and other symbols. 
4. Develop physical fitness and good health. 
5. Gain satisfaction from participating and from 
sharing the participation of others in various forms 
of artistic expression. 
6. Develop a feeling of self-worth. 
7. Develop an understanding of the role of the 
individual within the family and the role of the 
family within society. 
8. Acquire skills that contribute to self-reliance in 
solving practical problems in everyday life. 
9. Develop a sense of personal responsibility in 
society at the local, national, and international 
levels. 
10. Develop esteem for the customs, cultures, and 
beliefs of a wide variety of societal groups. 
11. Acquire skills and attitudes that will lead to 
satisfaction and productivity in the world of work. 
12. Develop respect for the environment and a 
commitment to the wise use of resources. 
13. Develop values related to personal, ethical, or 
religious beliefs and to the common welfare of 
society (Ministry of Education, p. 3, 1984). 
5 
As of September 1985, the preceding goals of education 
will apply to every children in Ontario, including exceptional 
students. 
Figure I provides a full spectrum of educational 
opportunities for exceptional children in Ontario. 
Special Provincial 
Schools 
Residential 
School Treatment Facility 
Special Day 
School Treatment Facilities 
Special Education Classroom 
With/Without Integration 
Regular Classroom Plus 
Resource Room or Withdrawal Service 
Regular Classroom with Supplementary 
Assistance 
Regular Classroom 
Specialist Consultation 
Figure 1 Special education programs in Ontario 
Source: Ontario Council of Administration of 
Special Education, 1978. 
Within each of these special educational placements, the 
Ministry of Education requires every school to provide support 
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services such as equipment, qualified personnel, materials and 
facilities necessary for implementing the programs. 
Identification and description of pupil's 
In order to properly identify exceptional children's 
needs, each school board must demonstrate a system for 
identification and placement through an Identification, 
Placement and Review Committes (IPRC). The identification of 
children as exceptional or not exceptional, is determined by 
the IPRC, through the assessment process. Once the needs of 
the exceptional child are determined, school boards formulate 
a recommendation with respect to an appropriate placement. 
A parent has the right to appeal decisions of an IPRC in 
relation to identification and/or placement of an exceptional 
pupil. 
Figure 2 provides an overview of the identification, 
placement, and review process. 
PARENT 
SCHOOL PRINCIPAL 
REVIEW SPECIAL EDUCATION ANNUAL REVIEW 
Figure 2 Identification, placement and review process 
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Under the special education regulation, a review is required 
once a year, and a parent may after a "three-month 
placement" apply for a second review. Figure 3, provides a 
framework for the appeal process. 
PARENT 
SECRETARY OF THE BOARD 
SCHOOL BOARD 
APPEAL BOARD 
PARENT 
SPECIAL-EDUCATION TRIBUNAL 
REGIONAL TRIBUNAL 
Figure 3 Appeal re: Identification and placement 
Parents also have a right to two further levels of appeal: a 
special education tribunal, and a regional tribunal within the 
school district. 
Special Education Programs 
Ontario’s Legislature for exceptional children, also 
requires educators to establish educational programmes that 
meet the needs of exceptional pupils. Within the context of 
the Education Amendment Act, educational provisions or 
programs apply to children with learning disabilities, 
emotionally disturbed children, children with behavioral 
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disorders, the educable mentally retarded, and gifted and 
talented children. Under Section 34 of the Education Act, 
"Hard-to-serve" pupils will be excluded from receiving their 
education within school boards jurisdiction. Hard-to-serve 
pupils are defined under Section 34 of the Education Act as 
those who are so severely handicapped as to be "unable to 
profit from the institution offered by a board". 
The intent of the Education Act represents an honest 
effort by the Ontario Government to insure adequate 
identification and educational placement procedures of school 
age children in special classes. Since the new legislation 
became fully implemented as of September 1985, there has 
been no follow-up to determine whether the special education 
programming for exceptional students adequately fulfill their 
needs. Also, the Education Act requires that exceptional pupils 
have access to a placement, but does not provide the 
programme in any particular placement. In order to insure 
that programs for children in need are appropriate as required 
by law, they must be carefully analyzed and understood by 
people who serve to educate them. Consequently, after one 
year of the implementation of Bill 82, education programs for 
exceptional children deserve an investigation in order to 
obtain important information on the pedagogical differences 
and similarities of the said programs. 
This study will focus on one category of exceptionality in 
Ontario - children with learning disabilities. Like many other 
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educational issues and exceptionalities the education of 
learning disabled children is of interest to parents and 
educators alike. This view is also expressed by the Ministry of 
Education of Ontario (1984) which also requires that children 
with learning disabilities be provided with special programs. 
It becomes important therefore, to understand the present 
educational practices after one year of implementation. 
This study will survey special education teachers in 
regards to special educational programs provided for 
elementary school children with learning disabilities. 
Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this study is: 
1. To examine special education programs provided for 
elementary school children with learning disabilities in 
Sudbury, Ontario, Canada. 
2. To determine the extent to which French and English 
speaking teachers differ in their instructional 
approaches in teaching children with learning 
disabilities. 
Questions to be Answered 
Specifically, the study will attempt to answer the following 
research objectives: 
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1 * What are the current educational practices in both 
French and English learning disabled classrooms in 
Sudbury as measured by the questionnaire? 
2. Do educational programs for learning disabled children 
in Sudbury schools have distinct pedagogical features? 
The study will focus on the following null hypothesis: 
1. There are no significant differences at p< .05 as reported 
by teachers, in group size in teaching reading, spelling 
and arithmetic. 
2. There are no significant differences at p< .05 as reported 
by teachers, in the types of information influencing 
programming in the three placement categories as 
measured by the questionnaire. 
3. There are no significant differences at p> .05 as reported 
by teachers, in the sources of information required in 
determining the academic needs of all students in the 
three programs as measured by the questionnaire. 
4. There are no significant differences at p< .05 as reported 
by teachers, in factors influencing selection of 
instructional materials across the three programs as 
measured by the questionnaire. 
5. There are no significant differences at p< .05 in the 
teacher's reported use of commercial teaching materials 
from teacher made materials as measured by the 
questionnaire. 
6. There are no significant differences at p< .05 as reported 
by teachers in the goals of reading programs as 
measured by the questionnaire. 
7. There are no significant differences at p< .05 as reported 
by teachers in spelling practices and evaluation of skills 
across the three programs as measured by the 
questionnaire. 
8. There are no significant differences at p< .05 as reported 
by teachers, in the means of seatwork evaluation in the 
three LD programs as measured by the questionnaire. 
9. There are no significant differences at p<.05 as reported 
by teachers on the frequency of seatwork evaluation as 
measured by the questionnaire. 
10. There are no significant differences at p< .05 as reported 
by teachers in the types of reinforcement used in the 
three programs as measured by the questionnaire. 
Significance of the Study 
Ontario, the most populous province in Canada, 
introduced the first Canadian legislation along the lines of PL 
94-142, in December, 1980. Interested parties in other 
provinces are watching closely the implementation of Bill 82 
and it's success or lack of it. 
With the passage of the Education Amendment Act 
(1980), several new provisions became mandatory for school 
boards in Ontario. The Act sets deadlines for compliance by 
which school boards must assess and provide appropriate 
programs for children with learning disabilities. The formal 
process of identifying the LD child in Sudbury begins with a 
referral of the child to IPR Committee. Psychodiagnostic 
assessment is followed by placement in one of three 
categories. The placement categories for LD children in 
Sudbury are: 
1 = regular class 
2 = regular class, with withdrawal for itinerant help 
3 = comprehensive class, (special class) 
Therefore the need of this study rests upon these points: 
1. It has not been determined which characteristics and 
factors distinguish the three placement categories from 
each other. 
2. This study will establish which program variables best 
discriminate among the three categories. 
3. Information from this study will help school officials and 
committees improve the delivery of special education to 
learning disabled children. For example, by knowing the 
characteristics and conditions of the three programs, 
learning disabled children could be placed in accordance 
to program characteristics and not merely their I.Q. 
scores. 
4. Pre-service teacher education in Sudbury can 
incorporate this information in their curriculum. 
5. 
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The investigation will determine if Bill 82 is properly 
implemented in Sudbury, Ontario. 
6. The results of this study will provide teachers of 
learning disabled students with information that will 
help them in ameliorate their programs. 
Limitations of the Study 
This study is limited in the following ways: 
1. The investigation will take place in Sudbury, Ontario, 
Canada. Since Bill 82 allows each board the latitude to 
use placement categories deemed acceptable, 
generalizations and conclusions about program 
characteristics will be limited to the Sudbury area. 
2. Secondly, teachers of LD children in both regular and 
segregated classes will be asked to respond to the 
questionnaire. This is necessary because placement 
category "1" also provides services for LD children. 
3. The questionnaire solicits information from teachers 
only; it does not solicit information from administrators 
and other support staff. 
4. All teachers are from the Sudbury Elementary Catholic 
School Board. 
5. The questionnaire is concerned with providing 
information to assist all teachers in designing special 
education programs for learning disabled children. 
6. The study is limited to a questionnaire and there are no 
observations involved. 
Definitions of Termc 
For the purpose of this study, the following terms are 
used and defined in the Education Act of Ontario: 
1‘ —education—program means an instructional 
program that meets or is designed to meet the needs of 
an exceptional pupil. 
2* Special education services means facilities and resources, 
including support personnel and equipment, necessary 
for developing and implementing a special education 
program. 
3. Bill—82.: will be used to refer to the new legislation, 
including the regulations which affect special education 
programs in Ontario. 
4. Learning disabilities means a disorder evident in both 
academic and social situations that involves one or more 
of the processes necessary for the proper use of spoken 
language or the symbols of communication, and that is 
characterized by a condition that: 
a) is not primarily the result of 
(i) impairment of vision; 
(ii) impairment of hearing; 
(iii) physical handicap; 
(iv) primary emotional disturbance; 
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(v) cultural difference; and 
b) results in a significant discrepancy between academic 
achievement and assessed intellectual ability, with 
defects in one or more of: 
(i) receptive language; 
(ii) language processing; 
(iii) expressive language; 
(iv) mathematical computation 
(Special Education Information book, 1984). 
For the purpose of this study, learning disabilities is 
further subdivided into three different types, each 
corresponding to three placement categories. 
1. Mild: children with mild learning disabilities can be 
served adequately in the regular classroom. In Sudbury, 
such children are characterized as having a six month 
discrepancy between their ability and their 
achievement. 
2. Moderate: children with moderate learning disabilities 
have specific problems which require "part-time" 
assistance outside the regular classroom. For example, 
such a student may have above average language skills 
but serious deficiencies in his or her ability to write. 
3. Severe: students with severe learning disabilities 
require a placement in a special education class for 
children with learning disabilities. In Ontario, such 
children are considered to have a disability of presumed 
neurological origin. Students in this group often exhibit 
difficulties of children who are slow learners. They are 
generally affected in one or more of the following: 
listening, reasoning, remembering, speaking, reading, 
written language, spelling, handwritting, mathematical 
computations and social interaction (Ministry of 
Education, 1986). In Sudbury, a discrepancy component 
of one to two years is the criterion used to identify these 
children. 
CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
Special Education; An Overview 
In a broad sense, every living human being, children and 
adults alike are "special". Each and every one of us have 
strengths and weaknesses with capacities to achieve most of 
our personal goals. There are, however, many children whose 
intellectual, emotional and physical handicaps outweight their 
capacities to realize their full human potential. In educational 
terms, these children are characterized as exceptional and as 
such, require special education to overcome obstacles to their 
unique needs. 
Exceptional children have been described in many 
different ways by educators, psychologists, counsellors and 
other professionals. Yet, there is no universally accepted 
method of classifying them because they do not easily fall into 
a homogeneous group. All exceptional children have a 
disability which ranges from mild to severe with many 
underlying organic or functional causes. 
For educational and diagnostic purposes, conventional 
categories have evolved since the early 1930's when the term 
"Special Education" became widely used. Generally, 
exceptionalities of children fall into the following categories: 
17 
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A' Behavioral-exceptionality this includes 
emotional disturbance, social maladjustment 
and other psychological problems such as 
chilhood psychoses. 
£gmmynicfttion-disorders: which include 
children with language problems, and 
learning disabilities. 
C Physical handicaps: children with 
physical limitations due to neurological 
defect, orthopedic conditions and other 
physical problems that are the result of 
infection and/orcongenital malformation. 
D- Sensory disorders: children who have 
auditory impairments and/or visual 
problems. 
E Intellectual differences: children who are 
considered intellectually gifted and those with 
mental retardation. 
F. Multiple handicaps: children with any 
combination of learning disorders, 
impairments and/or physical handicaps. 
The use of categories for exceptional children 
oversimplifies the complex nature of the handicapping 
conditions or disorders a child may have. Many children with 
similar disabilities often exhibit different behaviors and 
subsequently defy the categorization system. A child’s 
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functional ability or disability should be thoroughly analyzed 
for remedial purposes and not merely served for categorical 
purposes. 
Prevalence 
It is estimated that approximately 35 million people in 
the United States are considered exceptional and another 9.8 
percent of the Canadian population (Directions, 1981). In 
general, estimates of exceptional children vary considerably 
because of the difficulties associated with definitions, sampling 
and disagreement about whether or not a "particular" child is 
exceptional. Blatt (1975) pointed out a major difficulty with 
definitions and its effect of prevalence when he wrote: 
The most recent, little appreciated but 
astonishing revision of the American Association on 
Mental Deficiency definition on mental retardation 
... literally revolutionized the incidence, prevalence, 
and concept of mental retardation, all with the 
simple stroke of Herbert Grossman's pen (1973). 
We cannot redefine measles, or cancer, or 
pregnancy with so easy and such external 
procedures. The Grossman Committee, sitting 
around a conference table, reduced enormously the 
incidence of mental retardation, never having to 
"see", or "close" or deal with a client, only having to 
say that, hereinafter, mental retardation is such and 
such, rather than this or that. What, then, is mental 
retardation? (p. 414). 
In the words of Ward (1984) the number of exceptional 
children is "staggering". Table 1 provides estimated 
prevalence of exceptional students by type of handicap in the 
United States. 
TABLE 1 
ESTIMATED PREVALENCE OF EXCEPTIONAL STUDENTS IN THE UNITED 
STATES 
Handicap Percentage 
Speech-impaired 3.5 
Mentally retarded 2.3 
Learning disabled 3.0 
Emotionally disturbed 2.0 
Crippled and other health impaired 0.5 
Deaf 
Hard of hearing 0.5 
Visually handicapped 0.1 
Deaf and other multihandicapped 
.6 
This represents 12.035% of the student population 
between the ages of 6 and 19. 
Source: U.S. Office of Education, Bureau of Education for the 
Handicapped, March, 1975. 
In Canada, more recent figures indicate that 
approximately 15.5 percent of the school-age population is 
exceptional. Table 2 illustrates the Canadian estimates. 
TABLE 2 
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PREVALENCE OF EXCEPTIONAL STUDENTS BY TYPE OF HANDICAP IN 
CANADA 
Type of 
Exceptionality 
Students 
in Special 
Education 
Percentage 
School-age 
Population 
Percentage 
Mentally 
Handicapped 63,356 11,3% 1,75% 
Learning 
Disabled 159,159 28,4% 4,41% 
Behavioral/ 
Emotionally 
Disturbed 27,298 4,9% 0,78% 
Speech Impaired 43,914 7,9% 1,22% 
Sensorial/ 
Disabled, Visual 2,029 0,4% 0,06% 
Sensorially 
Disabled, Hearing 5,231 0,9% 0,14% 
Physically 
Handicapped 5,231 0,5% 0,08% 
Multiple 
Handicapped 11,369 2,0% 0,31% 
Other 244,390 43,7% 6,77% 
Total 559,717 100,0 15,50% 
Source: Canada, Council of Ministers, 1983. 
The Canadian figures vary widely from one province to 
another, with Ontario figures at 12 percent (Nikiforuk, 1981). 
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Special Education in CanflHp 
Canada is a federation of provinces with an approximate 
population of twenty three million people. Canadian 
education, unlike the United States, is a provincial function, 
and the federal government headed by a Prime Minister, plays 
very little or no role at all in educational matters. Operating 
under "school acts" each province lays out school policies, 
guidelines and legislation for regular and special education. 
The federal nature of the country explains the sometimes 
widely different educational practices from one province to 
another. Ontario, the largest province, is a perfect example of 
these varied educational differences being the only province 
with mandatory legislation along the lines of PL 94-142. 
Early special education programs in Canada can be 
traced back to 1831 with the opening of the first school for 
deaf children in Quebec. Like Europe and the United States, 
special education ventures began with the education of deaf 
children. With respect to other educational services, programs 
and philosophies of education, special education in Canada was 
much inspired by the American approaches (McMurray, 
1980). Table 3 outlines the early trends in special education 
in Canada. 
1831 
1851 
1858 
1870 
1872 
1876 
1804 
1886 
1888 
1893 
1898 
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TABLE 3 
SPECIAL EDUCATION IN CANADA 
the first school for deaf children in Champlain 
Quebec. 
the first asylum for the insane opened in Toronto. 
John Barrett McGan opened a school to teach deaf 
children in Toronto... blind people were later 
admitted. 
a publicly funded institution for deaf children was 
opened for deaf children in Belleville, Ontario. 
the city of Halifax, Nova Scotia opened its doors to 
a publicly funded school for blind people. 
the first Canadian institution for the mentally 
retarded opened in Orillia, Ontario. 
a School for the Deaf was opened in Winnipeg, 
Manitoba. 
Toronto founded the first school for delinquant 
boys. 
Nova Scotia and Manitoba, were the first two 
provinces to give free education to deaf children. 
Children's Aid Societies was formed in Ontario. 
The Society was later adopted across North 
America. 
a facility for mentally retarded was opened in 
British Columbia. 
continued on next page 
1914 
1952 
1967 
1978 
2 4 
Table 3 (continued) 
prosthetic and orthotic services provided to 
handicapped war veterans. 
a vocational rehabilitation program started. 
education of the mentally retarded was recognized 
m Manitoba through specific legislation. 
mandatory legislation for handicapped children in 
Saskatchewan. 
Ontario's Bill 82, a law similar to PL 94-142 was 
approved, and took effect in September 1985. 
Since the early 1960’s and 1970's, there has been a 
major trend in improving educational services to exceptional 
children in Canada, and the field of special education has seen 
tremendous growth. More importantly, continuing efforts are 
made by educators, boards of education and the government 
of every province to accommodate children's individual 
differences to the greatest extent possible. The Canadian 
population faces the same controversal issues as those of the 
United States, mainly early identification, mainstreaming and 
normalization. The concept of normalization for example, is 
widely encouraged across Canada despite the fact that none of 
the provinces require the "least restrictive environment", 
including Ontario’s Bill 82. However, total integration should 
be the ultimate objective for every children in special classes. 
Whenever possible, segregated children should be allowed to 
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join their peer groups in regular settings. Table 4 shows a 
comparison of integrated and segregated children by type in 
Canada. 
TABLE 4 
STUDENTS IN SEGREGATED AND INTEGRATED PROGRAMS 
Exceptionality 
Segregated 
Numbers Percentage 
Integrated 
Numbers Percentage 
Mentally handicapped 48 802 77 % 14 554 23.0% 
Learning disabled 39 041 24.5% 120 118 75.5% 
Behavioral problems 12 174 44.6% 15 124 55.4% 
Language problems 1 410 3.2% 42 504 96.8% 
Visual Handicaps 414 20.4% 1 615 79.6% 
Hearing handicaps 1 917 76.6% 3 314 63.4% 
Physical handicaps 1 115 37.5% 1 856 62.5% 
Multiple handicaps 9 564 84.1% 1 805 15.9% 
Other 15 683 6.4% 228 757 93.6% 
Source: Council of Ministers, 1983 
Legislation in Canada 
In most Canadian provinces, educational agencies, 
provincial and federal officials work closely together to 
provide better services to students with special needs, but 
unlike the United States, much of the special education 
legislation is permissive. While many provinces such as 
Alberta and Saskatchewan have some form of legislation 
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Goguen (1980), Ontario is the only province with legislature 
providing exceptional pupils access to appropriate school 
programmes. Ontario's legislature is quite similar to PL 94- 
142 except it does not provide for culturally appropriate 
testing and mainstreaming (Keaton, 1983). 
Sill 82;—A Categorical Orientation 
The movement towards least restrictive environment 
has meant sweeping changes in the education of handicapped 
children. The literature reviewed indicates both advantages 
and disadvantages between the two educational placements. 
Most of the arguments about the pros and cons of 
mainstreaming concern the effects on academic achievements. 
Most experimental results fall into two general categories. One 
class of studies report either differences between special 
education placement and normalization settings, or report 
significant positive effects for special education placement. 
The other class of studies report significant advantages of 
mainstreaming, especially on the children's self-concept 
(Kendall, 1977). These inconclusive results, some favoring 
special placement while others supporting a mainstreamed 
environment, led to the province of Ontario to reject the non- 
categorical approach and focus on traditional categories 
(Hodder, 1984). In Ontario, children with special needs are 
not referred as handicapped but exceptional children, and 
include five broad areas of exceptionality: behavioral, 
communicational, intellectual (including gifted children), 
physical and multiple exceptionalities. Special needs students 
are those set by exceptionality groupings, specific 
exceptionality identification and specific exceptionality 
definition. Specifically, and in accordance with the Ministry of 
Education guidelines, the following "types" of exceptionalities 
are identified in Table 5: 
TABLE 5 
TYPES OF EXCEPTIONALITIES IN ONTARIO 
Exceptionality Grouping ExceDtionalitv 
A. Behavioral exceptionality: 1. Emotional 
disturbance 2. Social maladjustment 
B. Communication exceptionality: 1. Autism 
2. Hearing impairment 
3. Language impairment 
4. Speech impairment 
5. Learning disability 
C. Intellectual exceptionality: 1. Giftedness 
2. Educable retardation 
3. Trainable retardation 
D. Physical exceptionality: 1. Orthopaedic 
and\or Physical handicap 2. Visual impairment 
E. Multiple exceptionality: 1. Multihandicap 
Under the Education Act, every school board in Ontario is 
required to provide special education programs for its 
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students, regardless of their exceptionalities. The Ontario 
Ministry of Education stipulates that, exceptional children be 
mainstreamed whenever possible. 
Learning Disabilities 
In the years since 1963, no other area of special 
education generated as much controversy and confusion as the 
field of learning disabilities. To understand the impact of Bill 
82 to learning disabled students in Ontario, it is first important 
to have some knowledge of definitions and educational 
practices in regards to learning disabled students. 
Definitions 
Samuel A. Kirk first popularized the term "learning 
disabilities" to describe children with relatively "normal" 
intelligence and having learning difficulties. Specifically, Kirk 
defined those children the following way: 
Recently, I have used the term "learning 
disabilities" to describe a group of children who have 
disorders in development in language, speech, reading, 
and associated communication skills needed for social 
interaction. In this group, I do not include children who 
have sensory handicaps such as blindness or deafness, 
because we have methods of managing and training the 
deaf and the blind. I also exclude from this group, 
children who have generalized mental retardation (Kirk, 
1963, p. 3). 
29 
Kirk's definition had a tremendous impact in special 
education. It generated interest amongst parents of learning 
disabled children and professionals alike. Because the term 
had an educational implication and was nonstignatizing, it 
gave support to the movement against the categorization 
movement (Lemer, 1981). Later, in a national task force under 
the leadership of Clements (1966), 99 characteristics of 
learning disabled students, were identified with the ten most 
predominant symptoms being: 
1. Hyperactivity 
2. Perceptual-motor impairments 
3. Emotional stability 
4. General coordination deficits 
5. Disorders of attention 
6. Impulsivity 
7. Disorders of memory and thinking 
8. Specific learning disabilities 
9. Disorders of speech and learning 
10. Equivocal neurological signs and EEG irregularities 
In the United States, following much controversy as to 
who was learning disabled and who wasn't, the National 
Advisory Committee for the Handicapped in the U.S. Office of 
Education (1968) formulated a definition which was later 
enunciated at the federal level as part of Public Law 94-142. 
The definition reads: 
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* . ^ — woiv.., apcaK, react, wnte 
, nte, spell or do 
mathematical calculations. 
% • • Such disorders include such 
handicaps, brain injury, 
learning problems which are primarily the results of 
visual, hearing, or motor handicaps, of mental 
retardation, of emotional disturbance, or of 
environmental, cultural, or economic disandvantage 
(Federal register, December 29, 1977, p. 65083) 
Many other definitions have been proposed from 
organized Associations such as the National Joint Committee 
for Learning Disabilities (NJCLO) and most recently by a joint 
committee of the American Speech Language Hearing 
Association, the Association for Children with Learning 
Disabilities, the Division for Children with Communication 
Exceptionalities, the International Reading Association, and the 
Orton Dyslexia Society (1981). 
The plethora of definitions prompted Mercer, Hughes, 
and Mercer (1985) to survey departments of education 
concerning criteria used for defining learning disabilities. 
According to Mercer et al., (1985) 72 percent of the states 
reported using the 1977 Federal Register definition compared 
to 62 percent in a 1976 study. It would seem that given the 
controversies about definitions, being perceived as ill-defined 
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in the minds of many people, no other definitions have 
replaced the 1977 Federal Register's approach to defining 
learning disabilities (Kneedler, 1984). 
Characteristics of Learning Disabled Children 
Because very little research has been done on Clements 
famous list of characteristics (1966), it is no longer considered 
an accurate description of learning disabled children (Tarver 
and Hallahan, 1976). For example, Clements (1966) cited 
hyperactivity as being the most frequent symptom of learning 
disabled children, where in fact, contemporary definitions 
rank academic difficulties such as reading and writing the 
number one problem. It would also be misleading to say that 
all of Clements characteristics are present in every learning 
disabled individual (Hallahan and Kauffman, 1986). 
Although learning disabled children form a 
heterogeneous group with many critical individual differences, 
the literature outlines many common characteristics. 
Discrepancy between performance and potential. Most 
children with learning disabilities show a marked difference 
between what she/he is capable of doing in academic subject 
area and child's estimated potential. This under achievement 
is usually estimated by results on achivement task and actual 
performance. The discrepancy factor was suggested by 
Bateman (1964) and later criticized by Stephens (1977) 
because discrepancy scores in identifying learning disabled 
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children are not valid. MacLeod (1979) was also critical of the 
formula for determining the discrepancy level. 
Difficultv in learning tash Specific learning problems in the 
acquisition of reading skills, written expression and oral 
language are examples of the clearest symptoms of learning 
disabilities. 
Pgrcgptyal—problems. Most studies indicate that learning 
disabled children have difficulty discriminating visual and 
auditory sensation (Skubic and Anderson; Coleman, 1968; 
Flynn and Byrne, 1970; Golden and Steiner, 1969). 
IJngven growth patterns. Often times, children with learning 
disabilities will show uneven growth of development. 
Psychomotor skills for example will lag behind verbal skills. 
The Federal Register's definition qualifies this pattern as a 
disorder in one or more of the basic psychological processes." 
Disorders of memory. Since the early 1970s, there have been 
much research on memory problems, most of which 
demonstrates that learning-disabled children have memory 
deficits (Torgeson and Kail, 1980). 
Neurological dysfunctions. Much of the research on 
neurological problems and learning disabilities evolved out of 
work with brain-injured children in the 1930's and 1940's 
with Strauss and Werner. Many researchers attribute learning 
disabilities to neurological abnormalities or "soft" signs of 
brain dysfunctions (Gaddes, 1981). However, Coles (1978), 
Wender (1971) Winkler, Dixon, and Parker (1970) believe that 
"methods of neurological diagnosis do not provide reliable 
accuracy". The tendency over the years has been to "de- 
emphasize" neurological aspects of learning disabilities and 
shift to studies on biochemical disturbances. 
Attention^—prQblem$—aM—hyperactivity Hyperactivity 
usually describes a child's relentless motor activity, excessive 
movement and a display of uncontrolled behavior contributing 
to attention problems. Both terms hyperactivity and attention 
deficits have been used interchangeably because of the strong 
relationship between the two (Hallahan, Kauffman, and Lloyd, 
1985) . Hyperactivity and learning disabilities often occur 
together, but not all learning disabled children suffer from the 
symptom. According to Gadow (1979), approximately five and 
ten percent of the school-age population is hyperactive and 
boys outnumber girls five to one. 
Emotional problems. Social emotional problems are sometimes 
a result of a learning disability as a child may feel a sense of 
frustration in view of constant failures. Emotional problems 
are viewed as frequent changes in behavior characteristics of 
many learning disabled children. Bryan and Bryan (1978) 
observed that many learning disabled children are "social 
isolates" and therefore omit and receive more negative 
reactions from their peers. According to the same author, 
these negative experiences may be detrimental to positive 
interaction with their parents and peers (Bryan and Bryan, 
1986) . Siegel (1974) went further and suggested that under 
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certain circumstances these emotional behaviors may result in 
criminal acts. 
As a heterogeneous group of children, the above 
characteristics do not apply to every learning disabled child, 
but merely reflect the most common observed symptoms of 
these children. 
Prevalence 
Estimates of the prevalence of learning disabilities vary 
considerably from one area to another. This variation can be 
attributed to the widespread educational assessment practices 
in special education. The criteria used in determining whether 
a child is learning disabled or not also makes it difficult to 
accurately determine the exact percentage. Table 6 provides 
an estimation from a number of researchers. 
TABLE 6 
PREVALENCE OF LEARNING DISABILITIES IN THE SCHOOL-AGF. 
POPULATION 
STUDIES ESTIMATES 
National Advisory Committee on 
Handicapped Children (1968) 1 - 3 percent 
Meier (1971) 4.7 percent 
Myklebust and Bosher (1969) 7 percent 
Hammill (1976) 3 percent 
Public Law 94-142 
(1983-84) period 4.5 percent 
Most Canadian estimates place the number of learning 
disabled children from two to four percent of the school age 
population (Winzer, 1987). 
The prevalence of learning disabilities varies considerably, but 
according to Hallahan et al. (1986) no more than any other 
category of exceptionality. 
Educational Practices 
Following the identification of a learning disability, 
major efforts are usually made to develop and implement 
educational treatment. Many intervention techniques, 
educational practices and approaches are suggested, none of 
which are effective for all learning disabled children. Much of 
36 
the controversy about the results of some of the proposed 
methods of education can be explained by the heterogeneous 
nature of the students, and that no single technique can 
remediate all difficulties. Some of the most common 
treatment programs for learning disabled children include 
behavior modification, multisensory approaches, ability or 
process training and stimulus reduced classrooms. There are a 
great number of other remedial procedures and materials for 
educating learning disabled children, the intention is to briefly 
describe the more frequently employed education strategies. 
Behavior-modification, Most professionals working in 
educational settings are familiar with behavior modification 
which is a technique for reinforcing or punishing certain 
behaviors to either increase or decrease it. Behavior 
modification has been used successfully with learning disabled 
children to increase attention span and reduce hyperactivity. 
Hall, Lund and Jackson (1968) demonstrated that "on task" 
behavior can be increased in a class of firstgraders. Other 
researchers used this technique to improve academic 
performance (Lovitt and Smith, 1975). 
Behavior modification techniques have proven to be 
effective in many areas of education, and to obtain positive 
results, teachers must be thoroughly familiar with the 
technical aspects of the method of modifying behavior. 
Process-training approach. Process-training approaches are 
based on the belief that perceptual problems such as attention, 
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language, discrimination and thinking can be improved, and 
therefore enhance the learning process. This technique has 
been at the center of many controversies. Arter and Jenkins 
(1979) believe that perceptual processes are highly resistant 
to training. Another difficulty associated with this method is 
that perceptual faculty such as thinking cannot be trained in 
isolation but with content. In many instances, the "trained- 
perceptual process improves, but does little to enhance 
academic performance and reading achievement. 
Multisensory—approaches, Grace Femald (1943) was one of the 
first proponents of the multisensory approach in special 
education. Her method is a process-task approach and is often 
referred as the VAKT procedure because of its simultaneous 
use of visual, auditory, kinesthetic and tactile senses. 
Fernald's method was developed for use in various academic 
subjects but her procedure is mainly used to teach reading. 
Stimulyis-reduced_classrooms. Originally suggested by Strauss 
and later advocated by Cruickshank, Bentzen, Ratzeburg, and 
Tannhauser (1961), the stimulus-reduced classes consisted of 
removing irrelevant stimuli from learning disabled children’s 
environment. Although some studies show improvement in 
attention skills (Gorton, 1972; Slater, 1968) in such classrooms, 
soundproof walls and ceilings and blacked-out windows are no 
longer recommended. 
Cognitive Behavior modification. This approach differs from 
traditional behavior modification in that it attempts to modify 
s 
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an individual's thoughts and his/her behavior. Cognitive 
behavior modification basically allows children to choose self- 
instructional strategies and procedures to monitor their 
behavior during the learning process. Meichenbaum (1975) 
the originator of this approach reported that self-instructional 
training helps a child overcome passivity, decreases 
attentional problems and increases verbal control of behavior. 
Medica]-treatment, Most medical treatment in special 
education involved children with hyperactivity. Stimulant 
drugs such as ritalin are most often prescribed to hyperactive 
children to reduce excessive amounts of psychomotor 
behavior. Gadow (1981), Deshler (1979) and Barkley (1977) 
agreed that stimulant drugs tend to sustain attention for 
longer periods of time and increase overall performance. 
Despite the effectiveness of drug treatment, its usage remains 
paradoxical mainly because of side effects experienced by 
hyperactive children. 
Diet_treatment. Feingold (1975) claims that artificial 
substances in food increases hyperactive symptoms and 
subsequently proposed a diet which restricts the intake of 
food preservatives, colouring and flavours. The "food-additive 
free diet" or the "Feingold diet" has produced mixed results 
and skepticism persists (Swanson and Kinsbourne, 1980). 
Educational intervention for learning disabled children 
cover a wide range of approaches and each have their own 
merits. Depending on the condition of the learning disabled 
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Child, these educational interventions may take place in 
different school settings. For example, a child with a mild 
disability may receive his/her instruction in a regular 
classroom, while a child with severe disabilities may be 
provided for in self-contained classrooms. 
As more is learned about educational practices, 
intervention and placement, educators, parents and other 
profesionals will become increasingly attuned to learning 
disabled children's needs as a vital function of our educational 
system. 
Bill 82 and Learning Disabilities in Ontario 
Identification and Placemen? 
A learning disabled child in Ontario is characterized as 
having a discrepancy between his/her intellectual ability and 
school performance. This discrepancy is a result of deficits in 
receptive, expressive and language processing skills (Ministry 
of Education, 1984). In attempting to meet the needs of 
learning disabled children, the Ministry of Education set out 
guidelines to assist school boards in making appropriate 
provisions for these students. These include general screening 
techniques, specific identification and appropriate placement. 
With Learning ni^hii;,;... 
Under Bill 82, it is mandatory for each board of 
education to have specific procedures for determining a child's 
learning needs. These identification procedures are carried in 
English for English speaking students and in French for French 
speaking students. The early screening process consists of: 
A) Early identification programs involving parents 
and local interdisciplinary services. 
B) Administration of screening tests and/or 
performance checklists in all areas of academic, ph 
ysical and social functioning. 
Q Administration, with the written consent of 
parents, by appropriately trained personnel, of 
individual tests to identify areas of significant 
discrepancies. 
The Ministry of Education states that early identification 
procedures are "one of a series of assessments of the child's 
progress to ensure that the program is appropriate to the 
child’s needs" (1984). 
Specific Diagnostic Procedures for Students 
Identified as Having Learning Problems 
Should a child be suspected of having learning problems 
during the initial identification process, a specific diagnostic 
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assessment will follow The j 
me evaluation includes the following 
aspects: 
a) A detailed health assessment of hearing, vision, 
physical and neurological faculties. 
b) A psychological assessment of intellectual 
functioning and academic performance. 
c) An assessment of observed behaviors in a variety 
of settings (Ministry of Education, 1984). 
In Ontario, the following tests are currently used: 
Intelligence Tests 
Wechsler Intelligence Scales for Children (WISC-R) 
Wechsler Intelligence Scales for Adults (WAIS) 
Stanford-Binet Intelligence Scale 
Otis-Ottawa 
Perceptual Motor Tests 
Bender Visual-Motor Gestalt Test 
Visual Achievement Motor Forms 
Auditory Discrimination Test (Wepman) 
Benton Visual Retention Test (Benton) 
Language Tests 
Illinois Test of Psycholinguistic Ability 
Verbal Language Development Scale (Mecham) 
Achievement Tests 
Wide Range Achievement Test 
Durrell Reading and Achievement Test 
Metropolitan Achievement Test 
Other tests may also be used 
In Ontario, diagnostic assessment is a requirement 
before placing a learning disabled child in a special class 
program. Test results are to be discussed with the parents, 
students and teachers involved in the planning of the students 
program. 
Programming for Students with Learning Disabilities 
Data obtained through formal and informal assessment 
procedures are translated into instructional programs and 
placement suitable to a child’s needs. Bill 82 defines an 
appropriate program as one which "includes a plan containing 
specific objectives and services that meet the needs of the 
exceptional pupil . As stated earlier, however, the new 
legislation does not require the provision of the "least 
restrictive environment (mainstreaming) like PL 94-142. In 
Ontario, students with learning disabilities have three possible 
placements. 
Students with mild forms of learning disabilities can be 
served adequately within the regular classroom. This may 
require some special classroom management and adaptations 
on the part of the teacher. A special consultant usually 
provides assistance required by the classroom teacher for the 
selection and organization of materials and instructional 
approaches suitable to the children's work. 
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require assistance outside the regular classroom on a part- 
time basis. A withdrawal program is for children who are 
given special instruction for not more than half of regular class 
time (Ministry of Education, 1981). Such an approach allows 
teachers to focus their attention and instruction on tasks 
specifically related to a child’s specific difficulty. 
Smdents with severe learning disability are placed in a 
special class for children with learning disabilities (Ministry of 
Education, 1984). For some children, their disabilities are so 
severe that segregated special class is the least restrictive 
environment. In Ontario, special classes are limited to eight 
pupils (Ontario regulation 704/78). 
CHAPTER III 
DESIGN, PROCEDURE AND METHODOLOGY 
This chapter describes the methodology of the study 
undertaken to examine the relationship between educational 
placement programs provided for children with mild, 
moderate and severe learning disabilities. The placement 
process in Ontario, involves an interdisciplinary approach to 
provide teaching strategies for French and English speaking 
students. Under Bill 82 of Ontario, programming for students 
with learning disabilities state: 
It is of paramount importance that the findings of 
psychological, educational and medical reports be into 
instructional expectations and strategies to meet the 
needs of each student (p. 25). 
Population and Sampling Procedures 
The Sudbury and District Catholic Separate School Board 
provides educational services to both French and English 
speaking students. In the English sector, the system consists 
of thirty-two elementary schools serving a population of 8,916 
students, with a teaching staff of 476. The 10,700 French 
speaking students are taught in thirty-eight schools and a 
teaching staff of 552. Of this total student population, 
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approximately 475 have been identified as having learning 
problems. This represents 2.5% the student population. 
Approximately 290 of those students are French speaking and 
another 180 are English. 
Population 
All teachers of learning disabled students from the 
Sudbury Catholic School Board were asked to complete the 
questionnaires. The questionnaire was issued by mail to 
French teachers and through the Special Education Department 
for the English. The questionnaire was sent to 110 
elementary school teachers - 80 of whom were French and 30 
English teachers. Of the 110 special education teachers, 75 
are responsible for children with mild, moderate and severe 
learning disabilities. This included the entire population of 
teachers of LD students. Among these teachers, a stunning 
95% are women. 
Questionnaire 
The questionnaire (see Appendix B) was prepared by the 
Special Education Department of the Scarborough Board of 
Education. Its usage for the present study was suggested by 
school authorities, and permission to use the questionnaire 
was given by H.J. Dilling. 
The first 4 questions ask for demographic information 
about the structure of the class in which learning disabled 
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students are enrolled in The remain^- e ■ 
cu in. me remainder of the questions seek 
information about program characteristics. The 98 item 
format questionnaire has a 5-point rating scale to determine 
how heavily teachers are influenced by specific information in 
programming for students with mild, moderate and severe 
learning disabilities. An example of such information is 
printed here: 
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Procedures 
In January 1987, questionnaires and cover letters were 
mailed to each of the previously described teachers of learning 
disabled students. All of the French and English respondents 
indicated which group of learning disabled students they were 
responsible for. No follow-up letters were mailed as the 
response rate was almost 100% within three weeks. 
Design 
This study was based on a non-experimental research 
design, using the questionnaire described above. The 
dependent variables were the five point scale to identify 
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program characteristics in the three placement categories. Uk 
Statistical Package for the Social Scifnc^ (Nie, Hall, Jenkins, 
Steinbrenner, & Brent, 1975) was used to perform the 
statistical procedures. 
Inferential Analysis Hypotheses 1 to 10 were tested with a 
two-way analysis of variance (ANOVA). This statistical 
analysis provided data on the main effects of language 
(French, English) and/or placement, in determining the types 
of information used in programming for children with learning 
disabilities. If both language and placement were found to be 
significant in identifying the needs of students at the time of 
placement, the source of variation is indicated as "Interaction 
Effect? of place and language. "Main effects", suggests that, 
only language or placement are significant when programming 
for LD children. 
CHAPTER IV 
RESULTS 
This chapter reports the results of the statistical analysis 
according to the following sequence: 
Rate of questionnaire return; 
Description of schools and participants; 
Summary of demographic information on Sudbury 
Schools; 
Demographic information on the first 3 questions 
of the survey; 
Tests of research hypotheses. 
Rate of Questionnaire Return 
The questionnaire on student programs in Sudbury 
schools was sent to 80 French teachers, and 30 English 
teachers. Of the 80 French respondents, 65 (81%) were 
returned and 28 (98%) from Anglophone teachers. However, 
20 questionnaires from Francophone teachers were 
disregarded because the responses came from teachers not 
directly involved with learning disabled students. A total of 
73 teachers participated in the study and a breakdown of 
these figures by the three placement categories is presented in 
Table 7. 
48 
4 9 
TABLE 7 
FRENCH AND ENGLISH RESPONDENTS IN THREE 
Placement French T^dTeTT" 
1. Mild form of L.D. 2 5 
Regular Class 
2. Moderate form of L.D. 8 
Resource Room 
PLACEMENT CATEGORIES 
English Teachers 
1 7 
5 
3. Severe form of L.D. 12 
Special Class 
Totals 45 
Personal Data 
From the 73 teachers of learning disabled students who 
participated in the study, 71 (98%) were female, and all of the 
respondents were Caucasion. Respondents were not asked to 
report their age, but according to school officials it is estimated 
that their average is 42. 
In reporting their experience as special education 
teachers, respondents were asked to include the current year. 
The maximum number of years reported by French speaking 
teachers was 25, while four reported having between five and 
ten years. Most French teachers, 75.5% reported having 
fifteen to twenty-five years of experience. All but two 
teachers were female. The two male teachers reported as 
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having fifteen and twenty years of experience. Table 8 
presents comparative data for French speaking men's and 
women s years of experience. 
TABLE 8 
FRENCH TEACHERS1 YEARS OF EXPERIENCE IN SPECIAL EDUCATION 
Years 
Worn 
n_ 
en 
% n 
Men 
% 
5 - 10 4 8.8 0 0 
10 - 15 5 11.1 0 0 
15 - 20 9 20.0 1 50 
20 - 25 25 55.5 1 50 
In reporting their professional experience, 82.2% of 
English speaking teachers indicated as having between twenty 
and twenty-five years of classroom experience with 
exceptional students. The minimum years of experience was 
reported at 10, while 7.1% reported fifteen to twenty years. 
Again, only two male teachers were associated with special 
education, and both reported having fifteen years of 
experience. Table 9 provides comparative data for English 
speaking men’s and women's years of experience. 
TABLE 9 
ENGLISH TEACHERS' YEARS OF EXPERIENCE IN SPECIAL EDUCATION 
Years n % 
men 
n % 
5 - 10 0 0 0 0 
10 - 15 1 3.5 0 0 
15 - 20 2 7.1 2 100 
20 - 25 23 82.1 0 0 
Summary of Demographic Information on Sudbury Schools 
Table 10 summarizes educational services and settings 
offered by The Sudbury and District Catholic Separate School 
Board to French and English speaking students. 
TABLE 10 
SUDBURY SCHOOLS AND TEACHERS 
Sudbury Catholic 
Schools 
Schools Students L.D. Students Spec.Teachers 
for L.D. 
children 
French schools 38 10,700 290 45 
English Schools 32 8,916 180 30 
Totals 70 19,616 480 90 
Table 11 provides demographic information on the 
following first three questions of the questionnaire. 
1. What is the grade, or grades, of the students in your 
present class? 
2. a) How many students are officially enrolled in your class 
at the present time? 
b) Indicate the number of students for whom you are the 
main teacher responsible for teaching basic language 
and/or math. 
3. a) Does the number of students in your class officially 
vary? 
b) What is the smallest number of students assigned to 
your class for any scheduled time? 
c) What is the largest number of students assigned to your 
class for any scheduled time period? 
TABLE 11 
SIZE AND GRADES OF INSTRUCTIONAL GROUPS 
Questions Number of students 
1. Grades of Students 1-8 
2. a. Students in Classes 6 - 30 
b. Teaching Language/ Math Skills All Students 
3. a. Student Variation in Class Yes - No 
b. Smallest Number of Students in Classes 1 0 
c. Largest Number of Students in Classes 3 0 
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Grade levels varied from grade 1 ,o 8 with the smallest 
consisting of 6 students and the largest 30. Class size also 
varied during the course of a teaching day as some students 
were displaced into placement "2" for "part-time" assistance in 
specific subject area. 
Tests of the Research Hypotheses 
Hypothesis I 
There are no significant differences at p>.05 as reported 
by teachers in the size of group in reading, spelling and 
arithmetic in the three placement categories. 
Hypothesis I was tested with a two-way analysis of 
variance to determine if group size in three subject areas 
varied in French and English educational settings. 
Group size in spelling, reading and arithmetic was 
reduced as the severity of the disability increased. The 
number of students ranged from 10 to 12 student in special 
classes, with more than 12 students in regular classes (see 
Table 12). However, both French and English teachers have an 
equal number of students in any given placement (see Table 
13). For the first null hypotheses, there was significant group 
effects, but not for the main effects. As a result, F ratio was 
not produced in any of the three group sizes because of 0.00 
residual. Hypothesis 1 is a perfect null hypothesis. 
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TABLE 12 
HYPOTHESIS 
Source of 
Variation 
££ DE MS E.- V a 1 n p E E 
Reading 43.479 5 8.696 
.00 
Spelling 43.479 5 8.696 
__ 
.00 
Arithmetic 43.479 5 8.696 
— 
_ 
.00 
Note: P 
error, 
pc.05 
value was not produced in ANOVA because of 
Table 13 provides group size averages in reading, 
spelling and arithmetic in regular, part-time and special 
education classes. 
TABLE 13 
HYPOTHESIS 1: CELL MEANS IN SPELLING, READING AND ARITHMETIC 
Variables Placement Language 
French/ English 
Reading, Spelling, Arithmetic Regular 4.00 4.00 
Reading, Spelling, Arithmetic Part-time 2.00 2.00 
Reading, Spelling, Arithmetic Special 3.00 3.00 
pc.05 
Hypothesis 2 
There are no significant differences at p<.05 as reported 
by teachers in the types of information influencing 
programming in the three placement categories as measured 
by the questionnaire. 
Of the 10 variables possibly influencing programming 
for children with severe, moderate and mild learning 
disabilities, 8 were found to be statistically significant. For 6 
of those variables, an analysis of variance produced a 
significant F ratio for the interaction effects of language and 
placement. A significant F ratio produced for the main effect 
of placement on two variables (see Table 14). 
Table 14 records these findings and statistical 
differences, thus rejecting the null hypothesis. 
TABLE 14 
HYPOTHESIS 2: SUMMARIES OF TWO-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE: 
INTERACTION EFFECTS OF PLACE AND LANGUAGE ON PROGRAMMING 
Source of 
Variation 
DF MS F-Value E E 
Visual-Spatial 
Abilities 13.127 2 6.563 52.454 .000 8.383 
Auditory Skills 7.412 2 3.706 27.421 .000 9.055 
Intelligence 
Level 13.789 2 6.894 40.784 .000 11.326 
Academic 
Functioning 5.886 2 2.943 17.771 .000 11.590 
continued on next page 
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Table 14 (continued) 
Source of 
Variation 
&& DE MS F-Value E E 
Medical 
History 29.386 2 14.693 69.672 
.000 14.130 
Sibling 
Performance 1.215 2 
.608 3.242 
.045 12.555 
MAIN EFFECTS OF PLACE ON PROGRAMMING 
Psychometrist 's 
Report 5.838 3 2.914 18.041 
.00 10.840 
Emotional 
Stability (Place) 4.213 2 2.106 12.895 .000 10.944 
p<.05 
Table 15 provides data on cell means on those variables 
found to be statistically significant at 5% level of confidence, in 
hypothesis 2. 
TABLE 15 
HYPOTHESIS 2: CELL MEANS FOR SIGNIFICANT VARIABLES 
Variables Placement 
Language 
French/English 
Visual-Spatial Abilities Regular 2.00 4.00 
Part-time 4.00 4.20 
Special class 1.75 4.67 
Auditory Skills Regular 2.08 4.12 
Part-time 4.0 4.40 
Special class 2.08 4.33 
Intelligence Level Regular 2.96 1.94 
Part-time 1.88 1.80 
Special class 4.25 1.50 
continued on next page 
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Table 15 (continued) 
Variables Placement Language Frcnch/English 
Academic Functioning Regular 3.0 1 8 
Part-time 1 8 1 A 
Special class 1.2 
1.0 
1.5 
Medical History Regular 1.72 1.8 
Part-time 1.38 1 6 
Special class 4.58 1.67 
Performance of Siblings Regular 1.72 1 8 
Part-time 1.50 1.0 
Special class 1.25 1.5 
Psychometrist's Report Regular 2.00 1.88 
Part-time 1.38 1.60 
Special class 1.33 1.33 
Emotional Stability Regular 1.96 1.76 
Part-time 1.38 1.20 
Special class 1.58 1.37 
Hypothesis 3 
There are no significant differences at p<.05 as reported 
by teachers in the sources of information required in 
determining the academic needs of all students in the three 
programs as measured by the questionnaire. 
A two-way analysis of variance was conducted to 
determine if French and English teachers differ in their source 
of information in programming for their students. Students' 
academic needs were determined by a number of variables 
such as results of standardized tests and consultation with 
parents. A significant F_ ratio for the interactive effect of 
placement and language was found on 8 variables. The main 
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effect of placement had a significance on the choice of reading 
materials for determining a child’s level of reading. Table 16 
summarizes the findings of this third hypothesis. 
TABLE 16 
INTERACTION ANALYSES OF VAR. ANCE: EKAC I ION EFFECTS OF PLACE AND LANGUAGE ON ACADEMIC NEEDS 
Source of 
Variation 
DE MS F-Value E E 
Written Reports 
of Teachers 13.204 2 6.60 46.125 .000 9.590 
Consultation with 
Previous Teachers 24.948 2 12.474 76.583 .000 10.913 
Consultation with 
School Personnel 24.550 2 12.275 61.154 .00 13.448 
Consultation with 
Parents 1.89 2 
.915 3.48 .036 17.571 
Psychologist's 
Report 11.99 2 5.99 25.50 .000 17.101 
Consultation with 
Psychologist 22.352 2 11.176 79.710 .000 9.394 
Results of 
Standardized Tests 27.664 2 13.832 64.628 .000 14.340 
Results of 
Teacher Tests .638 2 .319 1.46 .230 14.600 
MAIN EFFECTS OF PLACE 
Subject-Specific 
Inventory 2.062 2 1.03 4.618 .013 14.955 
p<.05 
In determining academic needs of their students, French 
speaking teachers place an important value on the level of 
intelligence. Table 17 summarizes all 
significant variables in hypothesis 3. 
means for those 
59 
TABLE 17 
HYPOTHESIS 3: CELL MEANS FOR SIGNIFICANT VARIABLES 
Variables Placement 
Language 
French English 
Written Reports on 
Teachers 
Regular 
Part-time 
1.88 
1.25 
4.00 
1.60 
Special class 1.58 4.67 
Consultation with Previous 
Teachers 
Regular 
Part-time 
1.88 
1.63 
3.88 
1.20 
Special class 1.50 4.83 
Consultation with Personnel Regular 1.72 4.00 
Part-time 1.88 1.40 
Special class 1.50 1.62 
Consultation with Parents Regular 1.68 1.88 
Part-time 2.00 1.40 
Special class 1.17 1.50 
Psychologist’s Report Regular 3.84 1.94 
Part-time 3.75 2.20 
Special class 4.83 4.83 
Consultation with Regular 3.92 1.82 
Psychologist Part-time 4.00 4.00 
Special class 4.75 1.17 
Tests Results Regular 3.88 1.94 
Part-time 2.88 3.80 
Special class 4.75 1.83 
Teacher Test Results Regular 1.64 1.88 
Part-time 1.63 1.40 
Special class 1.33 1.67 
Subject-Specific Regul ar 1.68 1.88 
Inventory Part-time 1.75 2.00 
Special class 1.42 1.33 
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French speaking students are subjected to more frequent 
testing than English students (see Figure 4). 
1 2 3 
Regular Partial Special 
Placement 
■ French 
ffl English 
Figure 4 Intelligence Level 
Hypothesis 4 
There are no significant differences at p<.05 as reported 
by teachers, in factors influencing selection of reading 
materials across the three programs as measured by the 
questionnaire. 
Hypothesis 4 was tested with a two-way analysis of 
variance at .05 level of significance. In selecting instructional 
materials for their class, French teachers considered factors 
different than their English counterparts. That is, the analysis 
found significant differences between what both groups of 
teachers considered important in the selection of reading 
materials and thus rejecting the null hypothesis. The analysis 
of variance produced a significant E ratio on the main effects 
of placement on 2 types of materials. 
Language had a main effect on attractive format of 
materials, F (.002) = 9.967, P<.05. Table 18 summarizes the 
findings of the hypothesis on factors influencing selection of 
instructional materials. 
TABLE 18 
HYPOTHESIS 4: SUMMARIES OF TWO-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE: 
INTERACTION EFFECTS OF PLACE AND LANGUAGE ON READING 
MATERIALS 
Source of 
V ariation 
DF MS L-Vaing E E 
Appropriate level 
of difficulty 17.673 2 8.836 47.278 .000 12.522 
Content of 
interest 13.727 2 6.863 35.309 .000 13.023 
Reader/work 
attach skills 13.551 2 6.776 41.138 .000 11.035 
Reader/com¬ 
prehensive inter. 6.686 2 3.343 20.024 .000 11.185 
Experience with 
materials 43.457 2 21.728 86.054 .000 16.917 
Teacher Recom¬ 
mendation 3.858 2 1.929 7.566 .001 17.080 
Materials/theoretic 
approach 33.709 2 16.854 85.266 .000 13.244 
continued on next page 
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Table 18 (continued) 
MAIN EFFECTS OF PLACEMENT 
Materials Suitable/ 
Others 5.197 2 2.598 14.234 
.000 12.231 
Materials Easily 
Obtainable 3.452 1 1-726 8.221 
.001 14.067 
MAIN EFFECTS OF LANGUAGE 
Attractive Format 
of Materials 2.433 1 2.433 9.967 
.002 16.359 
p<.05 - 
Table 19 summarizes cell means of significant variables 
in hypothesis 4. 
TABLE 19 
HYPOTHESIS 4: CELL MEANS OF SIGNIFICANT VARIABLES 
Variables Placement 
Language 
French English 
Appropriate Level Regular 3.92 1.65 
of Difficulty Part-time 3.75 3.80 
Special class 4.83 1.83 
Content of Interest Regular 4.12 2.00 
Part-time 3.50 3.20 
Special class 4.75 1.67 
Reader/Word Attack Regular 2.00 3.53 
Skills Part-time 1.75 1.20 
Special class 1.17 1.17 
Reader/Comprehensive Regular 2.00 3.53 
Inter. Part-time 1.50 1.60 
Special class 1.42 1.83 
continued on next page 
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Table 19 (continued) 
Variables Placement 
Language 
French English 
Experience with Material Regular 1.96 3.35 
Part-time 1.38 1.60 
Special class 4.17 1.67 
Teacher Recommendation Regular 1.88 3.12 
Part-time 1.13 1.20 
Special class 1.17 1 67 Attractive Format 
of Materials 1.98 1.61 
Materials/Theoretic Regular 1.84 1.76 
Approach Part-time 1.25 4.50 
Materials Suitable/ Regular 1.79 
Others Part-time 1.38 
Special class 1.17 
Materials Easily 
Obtainable Regular 1.76 
Part-time 1.46 
Special class 1.28 
Hypothesis 5 
There are no significant differences at pc.05 in the 
teacher's reported use of commercial teaching materials from 
teacher made materials as measured by the questionnaire. 
A two-way analysis of variance was performed on 
hypothesis 5 to determine how frequently the 73 respondents 
used different types of curriculum materials with their 
students. Substantial differences were found not only on the 
frequency of materials used but also on the type of curriculum 
materials French and English teachers employ. The data 
summarized in table 20 indicates major significant differences 
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in the usage of commercial curriculum materials and 
materials devised by teachers. The analysis produced 
significant F ratio for the interactive effect of placement and 
language on all 8 variables. 
TABLE 20 
5: SUMMARI£S OF TWO-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 
INTERACTION EFFECTS OF PLACE AND LANGUAGE ON CURRICULUM 
MATERIALS 
Source of 
V ariation 
DF 
Curriculum 
Materials/Rec. 34.627 2 
Commercial 
Materials Mod. 35.901 2 
Materials Modelled/ 
Published 44.865 2 
Materials Devised 
by Teachers 45.966 2 
Materials Modelled/ 
Teacher 48.023 2 
Materials Devised 
by Self 51.063 2 
Materials Created 
by Des. Students 4.662 2 
Materials Created 
by Students 4.956 2 
p<.05 
MS F-Value E E 
17.314 36.721 .000 31.590 
17.951 42.873 .000 28.053 
22.433 38.160 .000 39.386 
22.983 79.281 .000 19.423 
24.012 65.883 .000 24.419 
25.532 56.318 .000 30.374 
2.331 3.470 .037 45.007 
2.478 14.415 .000 11.517 
Table 21 provides cell means for the significant variables in 
hypothesis 5. 
TABLE 21 
HYPOTHESIS 5: CELL MEANS FOR SIGNIFICANT VARIABLES 
Variables Placement 
Language 
French English 
Commercial Regular 2.40 4.12 Materials/ 
Recommended 
Part-time 
Special class 
3.13 
2.08 
1.60 
4.83 
Commercial Regular 2.24 4.59 Materials/ Part-time 3.38 2.00 
Modified Special class 2.33 4.83 
Materials Modelled/ Regular 2.48 4.71 
Published Part-time 3.25 1.40 
Special class 2.08 2.00 
Materials Devised Regular 4.12 1.94 
by Other Teachers Part-time 2.13 3.80 
Special class 4.67 1.50 
Materials Modelled/ Regular 4.24 1.76 
Teachers Part-time 2.50 4.20 
Special class 4.67 1.67 
Materials Devised Regular 3.88 1.59 
by Self Part-time 2.50 4.40 
Special class 4.58 1.50 
Materials Created Regular 1.52 1.76 
by Designated Part-time 2.38 4.00 
Students Special class 1.50 1.83 
Materials Created Regular 1.20 1.76 
by Students Part-time 1.88 1.00 
Special class 1.25 1.33 
An examination of cell means in the three placement 
categories reveal that French Teachers (Variable 36) in 
placement categories 1 and 2 use "Teacher-made materials 
more regularly than English Teachers (See table 21). English- 
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speaking teachers however, showed for greater usage of 
teacher devised materials in placement 2, special education on 
a partial basis (see Figure 5). 
1 2 3 
Regular Partial Special 
Placement 
Figure 5 Teacher Devised Material 
Hypothesis 6 
There are no significant differences at p<.05 as reported 
by teachers in the goals of reading programs as measured by 
the questionnaire. 
Statistically significant differences were found in goals of 
reading programs between French and English teachers in the 
three placement categories. Placement had a compounding 
effect on three of the goals in reading programs: a) developing 
the ability to read a variety of materials, b) developing broad 
reading interests and c) ability to develop literal meaning of 
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what is read (see Table 22). Those three goals were no, 
perceived to be important for children in segregated settings 
t.e. special classes. Other significant differences were 
associated to the interacting effects of placement and language 
together (Table 19). Because of those differences as analyzed 
by a two-way analysis of variance, hypothesis 6 was rejected. 
Table 22 summarizes these findings. 
TABLE 22 
HYPOTHESIS 6: SUMMARIES OF TWO-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE- 
INTERACTION EFFECTS OF PLACE AND LANGUAGE ON GOALS IN READING 
Source of 
Variation 
EE m F-Value E E 
Developing 
Accurate Oral 
Reading 27.078 2 13.539 44.012 .00 20.611 
Developing 
Accurate Silent 
Reading 2.379 2 1.189 4.513 .014 17.565 
Developing Sight 
Vocabulary 22.832 2 11.416 50.026 .000 15.235 
Developing Ability 
to Sound Words 4.555 2 2.278 7.517 .001 20.300 
Ability to Use 
Semantics & 
Syntatic Clues 3.104 2 1.552 5.834 .005 17.825 
Developing Rich 
Vocabulary 18.251 2 9.126 33.274 .000 18.375 
Ability to Read 
Variety of 
Materials 29.331 2 14.666 42.691 .000 23.016 
continued on next page 
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Source of 
Variation 
$£ IX: MS. F-Valnp E E 
MAIN EFFECTS OF PLACEMENT ON READING 
Interpretation of 
Reading Material 20.310 2 10.155 27.641 
.000 24.615 
Developing Broad 
Reading Interests 14.844 2 7.422 20.362 
.00 24.423 
Ability to Get 
Literal Meaning 
of Words 20.744 2 10.372 27.394 
.000 25.368 
p<.05 
Table 23 summarizes cell means of significant variables 
associated with hypothesis 6. 
TABLE 23 
HYPOTHESIS 6: CELL MEANS OF SIGNIFICANT VARIABLES 
Language 
Variables Placement French English 
Developing Accurate Regular 4.92 1.71 
Oral Reading Part-time 4.38 1.60 
Special class 1.67 1.50 
Developing Accurate Regular 2.84 1.82 
Silent Reading Part-time 1.88 1.60 
Special class 4.75 4.50 
Developing Sight Regular 4.56 2.00 
Vocabulary Part-time 4.88 1.40 
Special class 4.83 4.67 
Developing Ability Regular 2.96 2.12 
to Sound Words Part-time 1.63 1.60 
Special class 1.83 2.17 
continued on next page 
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Table 23 (continued) 
Variables Placement 
Language 
French English 
Ability to Use Semantic Regular o no 4.47 
4 00 
& Syntatic Cues Part-time 1.75 
Special class 1.42 2.33 
Developing Rich 
Vocabulary 
Regular 
Part-time 
2.88 
1.25 
4.53 
4.00 
Special class 1.67 1.33 
Ability to Read Variety Regular 4.56 1 88 
of Materials Part-time 1.38 1.20 
Special class 1.42 1.50 
Interpretation of Regular 2.55 
Reading Materials Part-time 1.62 
Special class 1.44 
Developing Broad Regular 3.48 
Reading Interests Part-time 1.31 
Special class 1.44 
Ability to Get Literal Regular 2.60 
Meaning Part-time 1.23 
Special class 1.94 
Figure 6 outlines an important difference in goals of 
reading in French and English educational settings. French 
teachers identify sight vocabulary as very important in 
teaching reading with all learning disabled children. This 
method focuses on individual words from the students reading 
books, and practical in isolation. Students experiencing 
difficulty in learning words, may benefit from many 
techniques such as the Visual-Auditory-Kinaethetic-Tactile, to 
better their sight vocabulary (see Figure 6). 
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M French 
H English 
Regular Partial Special 
Placement 
Figure 6 Sight Vocabulary Variance 
Oral reading is also considered by French teachers as an 
integral part of the reading program with children with mild 
and moderate learning disabilities. Presumably, emphasis is 
placed on oral reading by Francophone teachers to simply 
improve oral-reading fluency. As rate of reading increases, 
less attention is required for decoding and comprehension 
improves. Ultimately, exercices associated with oral reading 
focus on improving reading comprehension (see Figure 7). 
7 1 
5 
4.5 
4 
3.5 
3 
2.5 
2 
1.5 
1 
0.5 
0 
1 2 3 
Regular Partial Special 
Placement 
Figure 7 Oral Reading Variable 
Hypothesis 7 
There are no significant differences at p<.05 as reported 
by teachers in spelling practices and evaluation of skills across 
the three programs as measured by the questionnaire. 
Spelling practices and evaluation of skills were 
significantly different in all three placement categories. Both 
groups of teachers also differed on their educational 
approaches to teaching and evaluating their students' 
progress. A two-way analysis of variance reveals that both 
language and placement had an interacting effect on methods 
of teaching and evaluation, thus rejecting hypothesis 7. The 
data suggests that instructional approaches in spelling was 
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related to group placement. Table 24 summarizes the findings 
in the evaluation of spelling. 
TABLE 24 
HYPOTHESIS 7: SUMMARIES OF TWO-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE- 
INTERACTION EFFECTS OF LANGUAGE AND PLACE ON EVALUATION OF 
SPELLING 
Source of 
Variation 
DF MS F-Value E E 
Student Tested/ 
Formal 11.516 2 5.758 26.096 .000 14.788 
Informal 
Evaluation 2.693 2 1.346 5.351 .007 16.860 
Errors 
Analysed 7.434 2 3.717 12.109 .000 20.566 
Student Pre- 
Tested 3.600 2 1.804 4.142 .020 29.181 
Student Tested/ 
Assigned Words 3.134 2 1.567 4.860 .011 21.600 
Student/Re- 
Tested 40.343 2 20.172 52.818 .000 25.588 
Tested on Impor¬ 
tant Words 2.402 2 1.201 6.107 .004 13.176 
p<.05 
Table 25 provides the cell means for the significant 
variables in the above hypothesis. 
73 
TABLE 25 
HYPOTHESIS 7: CELL MEANS FOR SIGNIFICANT VARIABLES 
Variables Placement French 
Language 
English 
Student Tested/ Regular 2.92 1 59 Formal Part-time 1.63 1.40 
Special class 4.58 1.83 
Informal Evaluation Regular 2.76 1.76 
Part-time 1.63 1.40 
Special class 1.67 1.50 
Errors Analysed Regular 2.72 1.41 
Part-time 1.38 1.60 
Special class 1.50 1.33 
Student Pre-Tested Regular 1.68 2.06 
Part-time 1.25 1.80 
Special class 1.83 1.83 
Student Tested/ Regular 4.56 3.88 
Assigned Words Part-time 3.88 3.20 
Special class 1.33 1.67 
Student Re-Tested Regular 4.48 3.80 
Part-time 4.00 3.00 
Special class 1.75 4.67 
Tested on Important Regular 4.56 3.94 
Words Part-time 1.13 1.40 
Special class 4.67 4.67 
The data in table 22 suggest that students in more restrictive 
environments are subjected to more formal testing than other 
students. French speaking teachers seem to rely almost 
exclusively on formal spelling tests when assessing their 
students' achievements in spelling (see Figure 8). 
7 4 
1 2 3 
Regular Partial Special 
Placement 
Figure 8 Formal Testing in Spelling 
Table 26 summarizes the findings for the second half of 
hypothesis 7 on spelling practices. 
TABLE 26 
HYPOTHESIS 7: SUMMARIES OF TWO-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE: 
INTERACTION EFFECTS OF PLACE AND LANGUAGE ON SPELLING PRACTICES 
Source of SS DF MS F-Value P E 
Variation 
Student Copies 
Assigned Words 11.619 2 5.809 27.686 .000 14.059 
Student Writes 
Assigned Words/ 
Memory 15.134 2 7.567 24.650 .000 20.568 
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Table 26 (continued) 
Source of 
Variation 
S3 DE M3 F-Value P E 
Student Spells 
Assigned Words/ 
Looking 25.117 2 12.558 45.378 
.000 18.542 
Student Spells 
Assigned Words/ 
Memory 2.802 2 1.401 3.125 .008 18.317 
Student Traces 
Words 40.888 2 20.444 117.802 .00 11.628 
Student Writes 
Words/Tracing 42.976 2 21.488 90.389 .00 15.98 
Visualises Spelling 
of Words 2.445 2 1.223 4.209 .019 19.464 
Check Spelling 
with Dictionary 6.222 2 3.111 11.438 .000 18.224 
Spelling Exercices/ 
Phonics 23.997 2 11.998 51.104 .000 15.731 
Spelling Exercices/ 
Spelling Rules 2.794 2 1.397 6.506 .003 14.387 
Spelling Exercices/ 
Morphemic Rules 1.374 2 .687 3.458 .037 13.314 
Spelling Practices/ 
Games 3.569 2 1.785 7.400 .001 16.159 
Meaning-Based 
Spelling Exercices 2.767 2 1.384 4.502 .015 19.363 
MAIN EFFECT OF PLACE ON SPELLING PRACTICES 
Student Chooses 
Words 9.868 2 4.934 23.031 .000 13.206 
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Table 27 indicates the cell means for those variables 
which are statistically significant in spelling practices in 
hypothesis 7. 
TABLE 27 
HYPOTHESIS 7: CELL MEANS FOR SIGNIFICANT VARIABLES 
Variables Placement 
Language 
French English 
Student Copies Regular 4.00 2 76 Assigned Words Part-time 3.75 1.00 
Special class 1.33 1.17 
Student Writes Assigned Regular 4.20 2.59 
Words/Memory Part-time 1.25 1.60 
Special class 1.58 1.83 
Student Spells Assigned Regular 2.04 2.65 
Words/Looking Part-time 4.00 1.40 
Special class 1.83 1.17 
Student Spells Assigned Regular 1.92 2.53 
Words/Memory Part-time 1.38 1.40 
Special class 1.83 1.50 
Student Traces Words Regular 1.96 2.41 
Part-time 1.00 1.20 
Special class 4.75 1.50 
Student Writes Words/ Regular 1.84 2.41 
Tracing Part-time 1.25 1.40 
Special class 4.75 1.50 
Visualises Spelling of Regular 1.84 2.71 
Words Part-time 1.38 1.40 
Special class 1.67 1.83 
Check Spelling with Regular 3.92 2.76 
Dictionary Part-time 1.38 1.60 
Special class 1.42 1.33 
Spelling Exercices/Phonics Regular 1.92 2.65 
Part-time 1.13 4.20 
Special class 1.50 4.67 
continued on next page 
77 
Table 27 (continued) 
Variables Placement 
Language 
French English 
Spelling Exercices/ 
Spelling Rules 
Regular 
Part-time 
1.84 
1.38 
4.47 
4.00 
Special class 1.42 5.00 
Spelling Exercices/ 
Morphemic Rules 
Regular 
Part-time 
1.84 
1.63 
4.71 
4.20 
Special class 1.42 4.83 
Spelling Exercices/Games Regular 1.80 2.59 
Part-time 1.38 1.00 
Special class 1.33 1.50 
Meaning-Based Spelling Regular 1.71 2.53 
Exercices Part-time 1.38 1.20 
Special class 1.33 1.50 
Student Chooses Words Regular 2.10 
Part-time 1.23 
Special class 1.44 
Looking at the cell means for the three placement 
categories in Table 27, one finds three striking differences in 
the way French and English teachers use spelling practices and 
evaluation. For example, English teachers frequently provide 
spelling exercices based on phonics, and morphemic rules (see 
Figure 9). 
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Figure 9 Spelling Exercices Based on Phonics 
For some children, spelling is a difficult task because 
they cannot make the auditory-visual match between sounds 
(phonemes) and the symbols (graphemes). Many of the 
learning disabled children have not learned the significance of 
a letter order within words they read. Spelling errors are 
often due to the fact that children do not know the spelling 
rules. Spelling exercices based on spelling rules is considered 
to be an important part of the spelling program with English 
speaking teachers (see Figure 10). 
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Figure 10 Spelling Exercises Based On Spelling Rules 
Spelling exercices based on morphemic rules is also a 
major component of the reading program with Anglophone 
teachers (see Figure 11). 
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Figure 11 Spelling Exercises Based On Morphemic Rules 
Hypothesis 8 
There is no significant difference at p<.05 reported by 
teachers in the means of seatwork evaluation in three LD 
programs as measured by the questionnaire. 
A two-way analysis of various indicated that means of 
seatwork evaluation varied across the three placement 
categories, thus rejecting hypothesis 8. The analysis produced 
a significant F ratio for the interactive effect of placement and 
language on 5 variables: An F ratio was produced for the main 
effect of placement on the presence of a teacher’s aide (see 
Table 28). 
TABLE 28 
HYPOTHESIS 8: SUMMARIES OF TWO-WAY ANALYSIS OF VAPiAwr-c 
INFRACTION effects of place and Kage on who 
EVALUATES SEATWORK 
Source of 
Variation 
SS DE MS F-Value E E 
Student Corrects 
Own Work 3.108 2 2.554 13.304 
.000 7.358 
Student Corrects 
Own with Teacher 3.136 2 1.568 9.005 .000 10.969 
Students Mark 
Each Other 1.521 2 
.761 5.331 .007 8.988 
Another Student 
Marks Work 
.919 2 
.459 4.072 .022 7.110 
Teacher Evaluates 
Work 3.776 2 1.888 9.740 .000 12.986 
MAIN EFFECTS OF PLACE ON WHO EVALUATES SEATWORK 
Teacher's Aide 
Evaluates 125.740 2 62.870 431.197 .000 9.769 
p<.05 
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Table 29 summarizes the cell means for hypothesis 5. 
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TABLE 29 
HYPOTHESIS 8: CELL MEANS FOR SIGNIFICANT VARIABLES 
Variables 
Student Corrects 
Own Work 
Student Corrects Own 
With Teacher 
Students Mark Each Other 
Another Student Marks 
Work 
Teacher’s Aide 
Evaluates Work 
Placement 
Language 
French English 
Regular 4.00 4.06 
Part-time 1.25 2.00 
Special class 1.58 1.00 
Regular 4.05 3.94 
Part-time 1.38 1.60 
Special class 2.00 1.00 
Regular 4.19 4.00 
Part-time 2.00 1.00 
Special class 1.58 1.17 
Regular 2.10 2.00 
Part-time 1.50 1.20 
Special class 1.80 1.17 
Regular 1.93 
Part-time 1.00 
Special class 4.67 
In evaluating group means for the three groups 
classified by placement in Table 29, it becomes apparent that 
learning disabled students in an integrated setting are given 
much more responsibility in correcting their own or each 
other's work. Both French and English speaking teachers 
received help from another adult based entirely on placement 
and not language. (See Figure 12). 
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Regular Partial Special 
Placement 
Figure 12 Teacher's Aide In Evaluation Of Seatwork 
Hypothesis 9 
There are no significant differences at p<.05 as reported 
by teachers on the frequency of seatwork evaluation as 
measured by the questionnaire. 
Interaction effects due to place and language were found 
to be significant on 6 variables of "when seatwork is 
evaluated, thus rejecting hypothesis 9. The two-day analysis 
of variance suggests that French and English speaking teachers 
have different perceptions on the number of times when 
seatwork evaluation should be done. Table 30 summarizes the 
findings for hypothesis 9. 
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TABLE 30 
HYPOTHESIS 9: SUMMARIES OF TWO-WAY ANALYSIS OF vadumpt 
interaction effects of place and lancuTe onTea^or^: 
EVALUATION 
Source of 
Variation 
SS DE MS E-Value E E 
Teacher Checks 
Seatwork Imme¬ 
diately 3.389 2 1.645 7.145 
.002 15.889 
Teacher Corrects 
Work After Inter¬ 
vention 22.001 2 11.001 49.154 
.000 14.994 
Teacher Checks 
Work When 
Solicited 1.587 2 
.793 3.757 
.028 14.149 
Teacher, Unso¬ 
licited Check 
Work 2.129 2 1.065 4.089 .022 15.363 
Teacher Collects 
Work at 
Intervals 18.969 2 9.484 37.484 .00 15.089 
Teacher Collects 
Work at Various 
Times 25.235 2 13.117 26.677 .000 15.089 
p<.05 
Cell means for significant variables in hypothesis 9 are 
summarized in Table 31. 
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TABLE 31 
HYPOTHESIS 9: CELL MEANS FOR SIGNIFICANT VARIABLES 
Variables Placement 
Language 
French English 
Teacher Checks Regular 2 24 171 
Seatwork Imme- Part-time 1.25 
1. / 1 
1 80 diately Special class 1.67 1.83 
Teacher Corrects Work Regular 4.04 1 59 
After Intervention Part-time 4.25 4.00 
Special class 1.58 1.50 
Teacher, Unsolicited Regular 2.00 1 76 Checks Work Part-time 1.25 1.00 
Special class 1.42 1.83 
Teacher Collects Work Regular 3.80 4.29 
at Intervals Part-time 1.50 1.00 
Special class 1.50 1.83 
Teacher Collects Work Regular 1.76 4.59 
at Various Times Part-time 1.17 1.00 
Special class 1.00 1.50 
Hypothesis 10 
There are no significant differences at p<.05 as reported 
by teachers in the types of reinforcement used in the three 
programs as measured by the questionnaire. 
Reinforcement techniques employed by all of the 
teachers varied in types and frequency of usage in all three 
placements. Four types of reinforcement techniques were 
specifically influenced by the placement while one technique 
was affected by language (see Table 32). The remaining 9 
techniques were found to be significant due to interaction 
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effects language and placement and thus rejecting the last null 
hypothesis. 
TABLE 32 
HYPOTHESIS 10: SUMMARIES OF TWO-WAY ANAI YSis np vadiavi^ 
interaction effects of 
REINFORCEMENT 
Source of 
Variation 
DE MS F-Value E E 
Stars, Seals, 
"Happy Face" 18.808 2 9.404 78.546 .00 7.064 
Written Praise 17.048 2 8.524 49.610 .00 10.137 
Work Displayed 
in Class 17.450 2 9.725 67.456 .00 7.631 
Work Displayed 
to Public 9.651 2 4.826 7.407 .001 38.438 
Verbal Praise 
to Group 3.987 2 1.993 5.361 .007 21.938 
Verbal Praise 
to Individual 1.813 2 .907 3.790 .028 14.111 
Phone Call to 
Parents .123 2 .062 .241 .787 
Other 1.128 2 .564 3.801 .028 
MAIN EFFECTS OF LANGUAGE ON TYPES OF REINFORCEMENT 
Student Sent to 
Adult/Praise 4.227 1 4.227 9.516 .003 26.205 
MAIN EFFECTS OF PLACE ON TYPES OF REINFORCEMENT 
Specific Praise 
to Individual 63.993 2 31.997 133.489 .00 14.142 
2 28.227 140.073 .000 11.889 Progress Recor- 56.454 
ded on Charts 
continued on next page 
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Table 32 (continued) 
Source of 
Variation 
SS DE MS. E-Value E E 
Choice of 
Activity 
55.408 2 27.704 178.482 
.00 9.158 
Privileges 
Given 
7.166 2 3.583 11.415 
.00 17.577 
Other 1.128 2 .564 3.801 
.028 8.311 
p<.05 
According to Table 32, external rewards and phone calls 
to parents informing them of their children's good work, was 
not significant. The cell means for those two variables 
indicated that as reinforcement techniques, they were used 
very infrequently (see Table 33). 
TABLE 33 
HYPOTHESIS 10: CELL MEANS FOR SIGNIFICANT VARIABLES 
Language 
Variables Placement French English 
Stars, Seals, "Happy Face" Regular 3.04 4.82 
Part-time 2.67 2.20 
Special class 5.00 4.50 
Written Praise Regular 3.00 4.82 
Part-time 2.50 2.00 
Special class 4.83 4.67 
Work Displayed in Class Regular 3.00 4.88 
Part-time 2.67 2.40 
Special class 5.00 4.67 
continued on next page 
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Table 33 (continued) 
Variables Placement 
Language 
French English 
Work Displayed to Public Regular 1.72 4 12 
Part-time 2.50 2.80 
Special class 3.00 4.67 
Verbal Praise to Group Regular 3.08 1.88 
Part-time 2.00 2.00 
Special class 1.83 1.50 
Verbal Praise to Individual Regular 1.72 1.53 
Part-time 4.17 4.40 
Special class 1.67 1.50 
Phone calls to Parent Regular 1.96 1.75 
Part-time 1.67 1.50 
Special class 1.83 1.40 
MAIN EFFECTS OF LANGUAGE ON TYPES OF REINFORCEMENT 
Student Sent to 
Adult/Praise 1.65 2.18 
MAIN EFFECTS OF PLACE ON TYPES OF REINFORCEMENT 
Specific Praise Regular 1.64 
to Individual Part-time 4.27 
Special class 1.58 
Progress Recorded on Charts Regular 1.74 
Part-time 4.18 
Special class 1.58 
Choice of Activity Regular 1.86 
Part-time 4.18 
Special class 1.42 
Privileges Given Regular 1.83 
Part-time 2.70 
Special class 1.64 
Other Regular 1.83 
Part-time 1.30 
Special class 1.73 
CHAPTER V 
First a summary is presented, followed by a discussion, 
conclusions and implications for further research. 
Summary 
The purpose of this study was to examine program 
characteristics and instructional strategies which distinguish 
the three placement categories provided for children with 
mild, moderate, and severe learning disabilities. The need for 
the study on program types for French and English speaking 
students evolved out of the fact that by September 1985, Bill 
82 required mandatory education for exceptional children in 
Ontario. Learning disabled children were suddenly placed in 
three possible placements, not necessarily in a "least 
restrictive environment". Specifically, the study focused on 
two research questions: 
1) What are the current program characteristics in 
both French and English classrooms for learning disabled 
children in Sudbury? 
2) Do French and English speaking teachers differ in 
their instructional approaches with learning disabled children? 
To test the 10 null hypothesis, a questionnaire 
recommended by school officials was sent to all teachers of 
learning disabled children. Of the 110 questionnaires mailed 
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to teachers, 93 were returned, and 73 were usable for 
inclusion in this study. The findings are summarized below. 
Hypothesis 1 
French and English respondents reported significant 
differences in their class size in reading, spelling and 
arithmetic across the three placements. Fewer students were 
found in part-time and full-time special classes than in regular 
classes, rejecting the first null hypothesis. The fact that the 
number of students is reduced with the seriousness of the 
disability is to be expected. Individualization of instruction in 
reading is likely to occur in "segregated settings" and in the 
earliest grades. According to Table 13, only 2 to 5 students 
are found in groups for moderate needs as opposed to 6-12 in 
special classes. Children in part-time special classes primarily 
receive remediation in reading and spelling. 
Hypothesis 2 
Respondents showed a statistically significant difference 
on the source of information influencing their programming in 
placements categories 1, 2 and 3. On the basis of these 
differences, the second null hypothesis was rejected. In 
choosing information influencing programming, English 
respondents were heavily influenced by their children's 
visual-spatial abilities and auditory skills (see Table 15). 
French speaking teachers considered those two sources of 
information very important only with children with moderate 
learning disabilities. Children's level of intelligence and 
his/her medical history were perceived crucial by 
Francophone teachers in programming for their students in 
special classes (see Table 15). 
Hypothesis 3 
The third hypothesis predicted no statistically significant 
difference between French and English speaking teachers’ 
source of information required in determining academic needs 
of their students. Differences found were significant, thus 
rejecting the null hypothesis. Of all the variables which 
possibly influence a student's academic needs as judged by 
teachers, consultation with present and previous school 
personnel played a major role as determined by English 
respondents (see Table 17). French respondents relied almost 
exclusively on formal test results, and psychologists' reports. 
On a rating of 1 to 5, they indicated heavily influenced to very 
heavily influenced on these two variables (see Table 17). 
Again, sources of information in determining the needs of 
children in placement 2, had very little influence on both 
groups of respondents, except for test results used by French 
teachers. 
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Hypothesis 4 
The fourth hypothesis predicted that factors influencing 
selection of instructional materials across the program types 
was not significant. On the basis of the data, this hypothesis 
was rejected. Among the ten items, French teachers 
considered content of interest and appropriate level of 
difficulty of materials as very important in their selection 
process. This was equally important in all three placements. 
Their response averages clustered between 3.50 and 4.83 on 
the rating scale, while English teachers' responses on the same 
two items fluctuated between 1.67 (unimportant) and 3.80 
(quite important), but only with children with moderate 
needs. The data in Table 19 suggests that English speaking 
teachers were more influenced by their own experiences with 
instructional materials, by other teachers’ recommendation 
and by books accompanied with word attack skills and 
comprehensive interpretation exercices. Their responses 
varied between 3.12 and 3.53 (quite important). For children 
with moderate and severe learning disabilities, however, they 
considered the above items unimportant. Materials related to 
specific theoretical approach such as learning phonic rules, 
were perceived by English respondents as a major 
consideration in teaching children with severe learning 
disabilities (see Table 19). They rated this item 4.50 on a 
rating scale of 1 to 5. Factors influencing selection of materials 
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seem to be of more importance on the average to all teachers 
working in an integrated setting. 
Hypothesis 5 
Both groups of teachers reported significant differences 
in their reported use of commercial made materials and 
teacher made materials rejecting hypothesis 5. The data in 
Table 18 indicated quite clearly that French speaking teachers 
use much more curriculum materials devised by themselves 
or their peers than English teachers. The table 21 also shows 
that commercially made materials are more frequently used 
by English teachers. In fact, French teachers rarely use 
commercial materials, except with children with moderate 
needs, such materials are sometimes used as shown in Table 
21. 
English teachers only use "teacher made materials" with 
children with moderate learning disabilities, or in part-time 
special classes. Types of curriculum materials are clearly 
distinguishing features between both groups of teachers. 
Hypothesis 6 
Hypothesis 6 predicted that there are no significant 
differences in goals of reading programs in the three 
educational settings. Based on the findings indicated in Tables 
19 and 20, this hypothesis was rejected. For French speaking 
teachers, developing accurate oral reading skills and sight 
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vocabulary was determined as the two most important goals 
of their reading program. Only with students in special classes 
was oral reading not perceived as important (see Table 23). 
Otherwise, teachers rated these two skills between 4.38 to 
4.92 (frequent main purpose) on the rating scale (see Table 
20). Very little importance was attributed to developing 
ability to sound words, ability to use semantic and syntactic 
cues to help identify words and developing a rich vocabulary. 
The ability to read a variety of materials was regarded as 
being a frequent purpose of the French language program only 
with children in a regular setting (see Table 23). 
English speaking teachers identified accurate silent 
reading and developing sight vocabulary as one of the main 
purposes of their reading program with children in special 
classes. They rated these two items 4.50 and 4.67 
respectively on the rating scale. The data in Table 23 also 
indicates that the main structure of their reading program 
revolves around the ability to use semantic and syntactic cues, 
as well as developing a rich vocabulary. This approach did not 
however apply to children in special classes (see Table 20). 
Hypothesis 7 
Spelling practices and evaluation of skills differed quite 
significantly between the two groups of teachers, and 
therefore rejecting the seventh hypothesis. The data in Table 
25 reveals that both groups of teachers preferred to test their 
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students on assigned words except for those children in special 
classes. Re-testing students on words they've already 
mastered was also judged as a common practice, as much as 4 
times a month. Both French and English speaking teachers 
tested their students on words considered "necessary" such as 
the Dolch Word List, more than once a week on the average 
(see Table 25). Neither groups of teachers use these words as 
testing materials with children with moderate needs. Formal 
standardized tests are very frequently used by French 
teachers with students in full time special classes (see Table 
25). 
In the formal or informal teaching of spelling, English 
respondents focused almost entirely on spelling exercices 
based on spelling rules, morphemic rules, and phonics (see 
Table 27). Compared to their English colleagues, French 
teachers used a more multisensory approach in spelling 
exercices by requiring students with severe learning 
disabilities, write and trace words using materials other than 
paper and pencil. This method was used as indicated in table 
27 up to 4 times a week. Spelling practices using the 
dictionary was more closely associated with children in 
regular settings in both languages. 
Hypothesis 8 
The eighth hypothesis predicted that means of seatwork 
evaluation was not significantly different in the three LD 
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programs. Significant differences were found due to the main 
effects of placement and interaction effects of placement and 
language, thus rejecting this hypothesis. For children in 
regular settings, all of the respondents rated the following 
three means of seatwork evaluation as being used frequently, 
more than 4 times a week: a) student corrects own seatwork! 
b) student corrects own work as answers are discussed by 
teachers or groups of students and c) students mark each 
others' work. Note however, that none of the above practices 
are used on a regular basis with children with moderate and 
severe needs (see Table 29). 
Hypothesis 9 
Hypothesis 9 predicted no significant difference on the 
frequency of seatwork evaluation across the three groups of 
students. On the basis of the data, this hypothesis was also 
rejected. The results in Table 31 indicate that learning 
disabled students in regular settings are subjected to more 
frequent evaluation of their seatwork than the other two 
groups. French teachers tend to correct seatwork of their 
students in regular and part-time classes very frequently 
after some intervening activities which may be in other 
subject area. Both groups of teachers also choose to evaluate 
their regular student's seatwork at specified intervals. French 
teachers use this approach as much as 4 times a week, while 
English teachers more than 4 times a week (see Table 31). 
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Both groups of respondents do not consider sea,work 
evaluation a priority with children in special classes. In fact, 
special class students are rarely evaluated with any given 
method (see Table 31). 
Hypothesis in 
The last null hypothesis predicted that reinforcement 
methods were not significantly different in the three 
placement categories. Results in Tables 32 and 33 indicate 
that differences were statistically different, thus rejecting this 
last hypothesis. Both groups of respondents made extensive 
use of reinforcement techniques with regular and part-time 
special class students. Reinforcements such as stars, seals, 
written praise and good work displayed in class were used by 
all teachers very frequently with children with severe 
learning disabilities (see Table 33). Verbal praise to 
individuals was used frequently, more than 4 times a week 
with children with moderate needs. For example, French 
teachers rated the latter method of reinforcement 4.17 on a 
scale of 1 to 5, while English teachers rated the same 
technique 4.40. Verbal praise to large groups was more often 
directed to children in regular class than the other two groups, 
even though it was infrequently used by both groups of 
teachers. English speaking teachers displayed good work of 
children with mild and severe disabilities to the public, much 
more frequently than French teachers (see Table 35). An 
98 
interesting finding according to Table 33, is that specific praise 
to individual, and the technique of recording student progress 
on charts, were addressed only to children in part-time 
classes. Both groups of teachers used these techniques more 
than 4 times a week. According to the analysis of variance 
performed on these variables, the use of charts and specific 
praise is due to placement. 
Conclusion 
Based on the analysis of the data, the following 
conclusions were made regarding the major questions this 
study sought to answer. 
Many differences between program types are intuitively 
logical and consistent with Ontario’s special education 
guidelines. One important variable characterizing program 
types is that fewer students are found in classes for children 
with moderate and severe learning disabilities. A possible 
explanation for this is that training institutions have stressed 
the importance of reading and have offered techniques most 
appropriate to individualization - therefore the reduction of 
class size. However studies by Balow (1969), Kutcher (1969) 
and Altreth (1965) failed to demonstrate that student success 
is a product of class size effects. Teachers, however, seem to 
be unanimous in their beliefs that smaller class size promotes 
student performance. Ultimately, a teacher's ability and 
training will determine the rate of success. 
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Outstanding differences were found, however, between 
the two groups of teachers in the sources of information used 
in determining academic needs of their students. French 
speaking teachers rely almost exclusively on formal and 
informal test results, and more so with children with severe 
learning disabilities. While English teachers also rely on such 
results, they often consult with present and previous school 
personnel on their students' antecedents. The finding that 
French teachers very rarely consult with their colleagues for 
information may be viewed as problematic. It would seem 
that any information promoting educational success should be 
readily available to all teachers. French teachers simply 
cannot determine the needs of their students by test scores, 
and ignore vital information of previous school records. 
Standardised diagnostic and intelligence testing should be 
viewed, not as separate entities, but in conjuction with the 
context of program-planning evaluation. At present, 
psychological and educational diagnostic tests for francophone 
students are practically non-existent. French speaking 
children are therefore at a disadvantage by being tested in a 
language other than that in which the test is administered. 
In selecting materials for instructional purposes, English 
speaking teachers again consulted with other teachers, and the 
usage of any materials was primarily based on teacher 
recommendation and previous experience. The actual choices 
of curriculum materials used in both groups showed major 
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differences. The findings that French speaking teachers 
employ "homemade" materials exclusively i„ their teaching 
practices as opposed to commercially made materials is also 
disturbing. More pertinent than the types of materials per se 
is the question of availability. As in the case of diagnostic 
measuring instrument. French pedagogical curriculum 
materials may not be as readily available in French as they 
are in English. This finding may also explain why English 
speaking teachers use books accompanied with word attack 
skills exercises and comprehension in their reading programs. 
Commercial made materials are of great assistance to the 
classroom teacher working with special needs children. 
Spelling practices and evaluation across the three 
placement settings have also been identified as crucial 
features of the program types. The group means on these 
variables (Table 22) suggests that special education teachers' 
needs are more likely to test their students on assigned words. 
In a review of research on spelling practices, Graham and 
Miller (1979) recommended a more structured approach to 
reading with specific words assigned and tested. The fact that 
English respondents attach much importance to phonic and 
morphemic rules of spelling is also significant. The English 
orthography is more morphonemic, and specific attention to 
spoken and written language should normally increase 
proficiency in reading and spelling (Weir & Venezky, 1973). 
The finding that French speaking teachers use a multisensory 
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approach to spelling practices with children with severe 
learning disabilities is not to be neglected. Furness (1965) 
suggested that in order to reduce spelling to the "sensory- 
motor habit level", teachers must use a method which will 
strengthen and integrate the auditory, visual and tactile 
modalities. By using the Fernald technique or adaptation of it 
with children with severe learning difficulties, French teachers 
probably increase reading performance of their students. 
In summary, the data from the questionnaires provide 
differences between the three placement categories which 
should promote learning with disabled students. Three 
negative noteworthy variables however, are of major concern. 
The most important negative findings is that French speaking 
teachers make extensive use of standardized tests with all of 
their students. The lack of commercial made materials for 
French teachers is also tantamount to a community negligence. 
Finally, the importance attached to the "level of intelligence" in 
determining the academic needs of Francophone students is 
equally annoying. 
Implications 
The final consideration for this study is its implications 
for the education of learning disabled children in Sudbury, and 
for further research. 
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Education of learning disabled sti.H»nTc 
The Education Amendment Act, 1980 (Bill 82) requires 
that all children of school age have universal access to an 
appropriate education, by September 1985. Under the 
legislation, school boards are required to provide special 
education programs in the language of instruction i.e., French 
or English, of exceptional pupil. Prior to the 1985 legislation, 
the development of educational programs for learning 
disabled children in Ontario, received very little attention. In 
terms of educational placements for learning disabled 
children, programs have focused on segregated settings, or 
special classes. 
A number of activities have been initiated to ensure that 
the needs of learning disabled are addressed in respect to Bill 
82. For example, Curriculum Ideas for Teachers" documents 
and other support documents are now available in French and 
English. However, the findings of this study suggest that 
commercial made materials and kits for French teachers 
should be increased. Because of the apparent lack of French 
language learning materials, more funding should be directed 
to developing specialized materials for Instructional Units. 
Funding for research in curriculum, teaching related to French 
as a minority language should also be increased. 
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Placement of Students in Special 
Placement of students in special classes usually results from 
a number of variables which includes: a) diagnosis with 
assessment, b) consultation with resource personnel and c) 
by referral from principals. 
- It would appear from this study that placement procedures 
for French students such as the use of standardized tests, are 
similar to that used for English speaking students. It should 
be stressed that, lack of appropriate educational and 
psychological testing in one's language, for placement 
purposes, may result in inappropriate placement of children. 
It is conceivable therefore, that more French speaking children 
are placed or "misplaced" in special classes due to biased test 
results. It makes little sense, for example, to diagnose a 
child's abilities or disabilities in French by means of evaluation 
techniques restricted to the English speaking population. It is 
therefore strongly recommended that the Ministry o f 
Education include a further provision to Bill 82, that of 
culturally appropriate or non-discriminatory testing. As such, 
standardized tests would be used sparingly, with more care 
taken in selecting a test that is culturally appropriate, in the 
context of total program of evaluation. Furthermore, 
standardized tests are only one means of evaluating an 
individual's progress and potential, and as such they should be 
used sparingly by both groups of teachers. It is also 
104 
recommended that Freneh teaehers consul, with school 
personnel more frequently in seeking information about their 
students. More research is needed in that area, as discussed 
below. 
The difference in educational practices, such as 
assessment and the role of intelligence in determining 
academic needs of learning disabled students, all contribute to 
adapting the present educational system to more sensitive 
Francophone population in Ontario. 
Implications for Further Research 
1) A replication of this study should be conducted with a 
broader geographic area with a larger population of 
Francophone students, to reduce the effects of one school 
board’s influence. 
2) It is imperative to look at the actual availability of 
curriculum materials for Francophone students in special 
education. 
3) What communication has taken place with the school 
personnel and the home before placing students in special 
classes should be investigated. 
4) In assessing students with learning disabilities, is equal 
weight given to the student's potential before placement. 
5) This study has raised questions about the usage of testing 
for educational purposes. There is growing evidence that 
invalidate results obtained from diagnostic and 
105 
intelligence tests. Yet. many educators firmly believe tha, 
such diagnostic instruments can adequately sort out 
individual's deficits. The performance of minority 
students on tests does not. as shown by Bruner, reflect 
deficits but cultural differences. A study on the reliability 
and validity of diagnostic instruments used by 
Francophone teachers is in order. 
6) It would be important to survey other special education 
teachers who work with different handicapped children, 
about their program characteristics. 
7) A study of the validity and reliability of assessment 
instruments for the Francophone population is urgently 
needed in Ontario. 
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Dear Colleague, 
I am asking for your participation in filling the enclosed 
questionnaire on special education, and return it to me in the 
self-addressed envelope by February 15, 1987. 
The purpose of this questionnaire is to gather information on 
student programs in your schools, thus providing meaningful 
data for teachers of learning disabled students. 
It is very important to indicate at which placement level you 
are presently teaching. For example: 
1. students in regular class 
2. students partially withdrawn from regular class 
3. special class. 
Thank you for your cooperation and your understanding i n 
this matter. 
Yvon Gauthier 
Laurentian University 
YG/pp 
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Cher(s) collegues, 
en tUre d* Professeur a ''University Laurentienne, e. 
tant que candidat au doctorat a l’Universite du 
«chSercheSSettS’ qUC j* V°US dema"de de ParticiPer » ma 
Je vous demanderais de bien vouloir remplir le 
questionnaire ci-inclus et de me le faire parvenir d'ici le 15 
fevrier. Le questionnaire a pour but d'identifier les 
caracteristiques de votre programme aupres des enfants en 
troubles d'apprentissage. II est tres important d'indiquer le 
nombre d'annees d'experience que vous avez ainsi que la 
nature de votre classe: classe reguliere, classe speciale a 
temps partiel ou une classe speciale. 
Au risque de perdre le "sens" des questions au 
questionnaire, je n ai pas traduit le texte en fran9ais et, je 
m'excuse de vous faire travailler en anglais. 
Sincerement, 
Yvon Gauthier 
YG/pp 
appendix b 
Survey_Questionnaire 
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